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FOREWORD 
THIS survey of marketing fruits and vegetables in Utah was conducted by the Utah Agricultural Experimellt 
Station in cooperation with an advisory committee of 12 
members appointed by President E. G. Peterson of the 
Utah State Agricultural College. Members of this com-
mittee, known as the agricultural market service com-
mittee, were: William Peterson, chairman, R. H. Walker, 
J. A. Howell, J. W. Jensen, Clyde C. Edmonds, Seth T. 
Shaw, J. E. Christensen, N. O. Henrie, M. J. Thorne, C. H. 
Durant, Selvoy J. Boyer, and W. P. Thomas. A part of 
the funds used in these investigations was from a grant 
made to the Utah State Agricult~ral College for market-
ing research by Safeway Stores, Incorporated. 
Acknowledgement ·is made to Max T. Beal, Arvil L. 
Stark, G. Alvin Carpenter, and George W. Armstrong for 
assistance in making the survey of various fruit and 
vegetable markets; to the cooperative fruit and vegetable 
associations and private marketing agencies for statistical 
data; to. members of the staff of the Department of Agri-
cultural Economics for assistance in preparation of the 
report; to William Peterson. and members of the agri.cul-
tura! marketing service committee; and to Raymond W. 
Miller for advice on the investigations. 
MARKETING FRUITS AND VEGETABLES IN UTAHl 
By W. Preston Thomas2 
and 
George T. Blanch2 
INTRODUCTION 
DURING the period from 1920 to 1941 the fruit industry in Utah and other areas or the west went through a period of adjustment. 
Previous to and during World War I, growers received high prices for 
fruit which resulted in increased production. However, following the 
sudden drop in prices of 1920, fruit growers had a hard time to market 
the large tonnage produced. Returns were low. During this period keen 
competition for the sale of fruits developed between individual growers 
and various producing areas. Although the problems of adjustment 
were severe in most fruit areas of the west, the marketing situation was 
even more acute in Utah because of the small unit farm production and 
the difficulty growers had in meeting competition from large -fruit-
growing districts. 
Vegetable production in Utah has been gradually expanding. This 
extension has taken place in spite of low prices some years. The ad-
justment of vegetable acreage to demand during low price periods can 
be done more easily than in case of fruit. For this reason vegetable 
producers did not suffer to the same degree as did the fruit growers 
during depression years from 1920 to 1940. 
Since 1942, as a result of increased demand by the government and 
by civilians, and price inflation, prices received for fruits and vegetables 
have greatly increased. Undoubtedly the present pric~ inflation period 
will be followed by adjustments in demands and prices. When these 
occur, Utah will again be faced with keen competition from many 
other producing areas. The returns to the growers and the future of 
these two industries will depend upon the production and marketing 
efficiency of the growers. 
Purpose of Study 
Since 1941 the Department of Agricultural Economics of the Utah 
Agricultural Experiment Station, cooperating with the growers and 
their representatives, and trade organizations, has conducted inves-
tigations to determine the economic position of Utah fruits and vege-
lContribution of the Department of Agricultural Economics, Utah Agricultural 
Experiment Station. Report on project 218 - Purnell. 
2Research professor and research associate professor of agricultural economics, 
respectively. 
4 UTAH AGRICULTURAL EXPERIMENT STATION BULLETIN 316 
tables on various markets and the efficiency of marketing agencies 
handling these products in this state. 
The purpose of this study was to assemble, analyze, and evaluate 
economic data pertaining to prices, income from, and marketing of 
Utah's fruits and vegetables. Specific objectives were to analyze and 
determine: (1) The volume and quality of fruits and vegetables mar-
keted by areas. (2) The present geography of Utah's fruit and 
vegetable markets, and markets for these products that may be develop-
ed. (3) The competition on these markets, together with an analysis of 
economic and political influences that may effect or change this 
competition. (4) Prices received on various markets. (5) Agencies 
providing marketing services and their efficiency. 
This bulletin contains the results obtained in the analysis of the 
factors studied which relate to and effect the marketing of fruits and 
vegetables from Utah. The findings of these investigations will 
undoubtedly have mqre application during the post-war period when 
adjustments in demands and prices will occur. Preliminary reports 
on various phases of these studies have heen issued to the growers at 
various times. 
Source of Data 
The data for this report have been obtained from many different sources. 
In general, however, the sources can be grouped into four types as 
follows: 
(1) Published reports of various government agencies and business 
organizations. Among these' the reports of the U. S. Bureau of the 
Census, and of the U. S. Bureau of Agricultural Economics have been 
used most. These specific source~ are acknowledged in table footnotes. 
(2) Data obtained from original sources. These include data on 
the shipments, receipts and expenses of the various marketing agencies 
which were obtained from the original accounts of sale. Other original 
data were obtained from records of the Utah Peach Control Board. 
(3) Personal interviews and discussions with brokers, wholesalers, 
retailers and producers of Utah fruits and vegetables. These were 
supplemented by some observation of Utah products on various 
markets in competition with produce from other areas. Most of these 
data were largely qualitative and acknowledgment of specific sources 
is usually not possible. 
( 4) Personal interviews and discussions with officials of fruit and 
vegetable marketing organizations and producers of fruits and vege-
tables in other producing areas of the west. 
These sources have been supplemented by many years of obser-
vation of and familiarity with the methods and problems of marketing 
fruits and vegetables ill Utah. This includes some intimate experiences 
with the practical problems in this field. 
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OUT-OF-STATE MARKETS 
5 
I N an endeavor to obtain facts about the economic position of Utah fruits and vegetables in the markets to which they are sent, visits 
were made to many markets to interview fruit and· vegetable brokers, 
wholesalers, and retailers. Information was obtained from these 
dealers, most of whom were handling Utah produce along with produce 
from competitive production areas, relative to Utah produce, and the 
services provided by Utah shippers, in comparison with produce and 
services obtained from other areas. More specifically, the investigators 
attempted to ascertain how well Utah fruits and vegetables were meet-
ing market demands for: (1) quality, (2) size, (3) size and type of 
package used, (4) grading and sizing, (5) packing, and (6) reliabil-
ity of grading and packing. They wanted also to see the physical 
condition of the produce when it ~rrived at the market in comparison 
with produce from othev areas, and also the price it sold for in com-
parison with other produce. 
These visits were begun during the 1941 peach marketing season, 
at which time the markets of southeastern Idaho and southw~stern 
Montana, central Wyoming and California were visited. Beginning 
late in November, trips were made covering the major markets of the 
plains states from Fargo, North Dakota, on the north to Dallas, Texas, 
on the south. In this area, a total of 53 cities in 14 states was visited. 
During 1942 investigations were made of fruit production and markets 
in Washington, Oregon, and British Columbia. While t4e information 
obtained applied more specifically to the 1941 marketing year, it was 
not restricted to any particular time. 
Much of the information obtained from these visits to market places 
and interviews with dealers was qualitative in nature and not subject to 
quantitative expression. Also, while there was a pronounced tendency 
for agreement among the dealers in all markets and areas; there were, 
of course, some exceptions. As a result, it is difficult to write a report 
that is wholly accurate and at the same time specific. In the pages that 
follow, an attempt is made to present the situation that prevails gen-
erally without citing all exceptions. Emphasis has been directed upon 
those factors that are not satisfactory and where improvements seem-
ingly can be made. 
Measures of Quality 
In the literature dealing with the marketing of fruits and vegetables 
"quality" is a term that is much used and a factor that is given much 
discussion. However, it is a term that is seldom defined and it is ques-
tionable that it means the same thing to all people. It is difficult to de-
fine because it is largely a subjective concept. However, for purposes of 
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this discussion "quality" is thought of as the sum of the attributes of 
a fruit or vegetable that is desired by most consumers and without 
regard to price. Thus it involves in a peach such attributes as color, 
flavor, texture, size, shape, degree of ripeness, and presence or .absence 
of mechanical or bacteriological damage. Some of these attributes are 
primarily the product of nature alone, while others are largely dependent 
upon the producer and dealer in harvesting, packing, transporting, and 
selling the fruit. Thus instead of discussing "quality", the discussion 
will largely be centered about those factors in quality that are the result 
of man's activities. It is taken for granted that with the same care, the 
same varieties, and comparable other conditions, the quality of the 
major fruits and vegetables produced in Utah can be the equal of 
fruits and vegetables in competitive production areas. 
Probably the most outstandingly favorable report pertaining to 
quality factors was the partically unanimous reaction from all dealers 
that the color, flavor, and general eating qualities of Utah peaches were 
superior to peaches from competitive production areas. This was in 
spite of the fact that the physical condition of these peaches was us-
ually criticized. In general, Utah onions and cabbage were also well 
received. In most years, Utah celery has also enjoyed the reputation 
for excellent quality, but in 1941, because of physical conditions 
associated with harvesting, the quality was not up to standard. 
In general, the dealers in the markets surveyed had no criticism of 
the flavor, color, texture, or general eating qualities of any Utah fruit 
or vegetable. This implies that the quality of fruits and vegetables 
grown in Utah can be at least the equal of those produced in competing 
areas. Nature" does her part well; the criticisms were wholly in regard 
to what producers and handlers did to the product after it was grown. 
As a result of handling, the dealers generally considered Utah produce 
inferior in quality to that from other competing states. 
Size of Fruit. While size is not always considered a part of 
quality, relatively large fruits are, for most purposes, more desirable 
and sought after. Other things being equal, higher prices are usually 
paid for the larger fruits. Among other things, there is less waste in 
preparation for eating and less labor is required to prepare them. The 
members of the trade were almost unanimous in their statements that 
Utah fruit was smaller than fruit from competing areas. In many 
cases, these statements were substantiated by the observations of the 
investigator. This applied particularly to peaches, cherries, and apples. 
For several years past, Colorado has shipped out of the state no peaches 
under 2 inches in diameter, but a large part of Utah shipments have 
been 1 % inches. Likewise, Idaho, Illinois, and Arkansas peaches 
apparently are generally larger than Utah peaches. 
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Washington, Oregon, and Idaho cherries were likewise considered 
larger than Utah cherries of the same varieties. From those areas, 
the usual faced pack is either 10 or 11 cherries in a row in a crate, 
but from Utah, 11' or 12 cherries in a row for the same crate is most 
common. The usual difference in price between a 11 an'd 12 row pack 
is about 25 cents a crate. 
The size of the fruit is largely a production problem. Whether 
different practices associated with fertilization, irrigation, pruning or 
thinning would change the size, or whether some natural soil or 
climatic factor is the reason for the small size is not known. And, it 
does not follow naturally that it would be economically feasible to 
adopt different practices even if larger sized fruit would result. But 
it is probable that if it pays to produce larger fruit in competitive areas, 
it will pay here. Large fruit sells for higher prices, and usually in-
volv~s less labor per unit of volume for harvesting and packing. 
Grading and Sizing. Regardless of whether or not the distinc-
tion is merited, the idea is prevalent among produce dealers that the 
grading and sizing of most Utah fruits and vegetables are poorly done 
and are unreliable. They maintain that in relation to produce from 
most competitive areas, that of a specified grade from Utah is poor. 
While it is not unusual to find such produce from Utah actually not meet-
ing those grade and size standards, the more usual condition seems to 
be that many producers plan on grading so as to take full advantage 
of the tolerances permitted under such grade standards. If their pro-
duce will meet the minimum requirements they are satisfied, while in 
other areas, the intention seems to be to meet a higher standard with no 
tolerances, save those occasioned by human fallibility in grading. 
Furthermore, in Utah nearly all produce is packed on the farm of 
the grower and not in central packing sheds, and with no central super-
vision. As a result, each grower packs according to his own standards 
with no way of making them uniform. Also, with a large number of 
such producers with a small volume each and fairly widely scattered, 
it is difficult to make an adequate inspection of all produce that goes 
into a car. The result is that in a given car may be produce of the 
highest quality, and also produce that will just get by, and possibly some 
that is actually below the grade standards. "When this heterogeneous 
car is compared by the dealer with uniform packs, put up by disinter-
ested parties in central packing sheds or under strict supervision, the 
result is unfavorable to the reputation of Utah produce. 
Packing. The trade made three chief criticisms of the packing of 
Utah products. The validity of these criticisms has also been verified 
by observation of the investigators and by the testimony of consumers 
in the home market area. These criticisms are: 
Fig. 1. Sorting and packing 
cherries as they are brought in 
from the orchard. These packs 
are not faced and do not bring 
as good a price as the faced 
pack 
(1) Lack of uniformity in the size and ripeness of fruit that is pack-
ed in each case and in each car. Such packages are not only unattrac-
tive, but are not desired by consumers because of the problem 
associated with processing. Consequently, they are difficult to sell and 
must be sold at lower prices than uniformly graded produce. 
(2) The produce used in facing the package, or if not faced, in the 
top part of the container is often of better size and quality than that 
in the bottom part of the container. This condition has been observed 
by investigators in retail stores in the home market a number of times. 
(3) Containers were not always completely filled, resulting in some 
cases in short weights, and in the case of faced fruit, of destruction 
of th face by movement within the package, and of physical damage 
to the fruit because of movement. 
These conditions apparently are sufficiently common that dealers 
and consumers alike are cautious in accepting Utah produce that enters 
into the regular channels. While these conditions are not always pre-
sent, the reputation works a double hardship on the grower or 
organization that packs fairly and uniformly. 
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Improper Labeling. The charge was made by dealers that cer-
tain varities of cherries were often mislabeled. Generally, Bing cherries 
are in greatest demand and seh for the highest prices. As most consumers 
cannot indentify varieties, other varieties of the same color and appear-
ance are labeled and sold as Bings. Consumers find these other varieties 
less desirable for consumption than the Bings they are accustomed to 
and develop a prejudice against Utah cherries. 
Inadequate Labeling. Some dealers also have pointed out that 
Utah growers often pass up an excellent opportunity to advertise their 
products to the public by failing to label adequately the containers. 
According to the reports, peaches, for example, are often labeled only 
by a small rubber stamp on the lid of the package . . When the lid is 
removed and separated from the container there is no way for the 
merchant or consumer to identify the products so far as origin or grade 
is concerned. The state has a law which requires that produce must be 
labeled and some dealers inferred that the provisions of the law were 
not always observed. However, the greater emphasis was placed on 
the failure to make known to the dealer and to the consumer the origin 
of the produce. In contrast, they pointed out that California producers, 
for example, never leave the handler or consumer in doubt regarding 
the origin of their produce. 
Kind of Containers. Another weakness in the marketing of 
Utah fruits and vegetables that was pointed out was that Utah produc-
ers and shippers frequently ignore the desires of the trade in the 
consumption markets in selection of the kind and size of containers. 
Peaches are the commodity most frequently, but by no means the only 
commodity, referred to. In the case of peaches, the bushel basket 
is the standard container in ·Utah. Growers have persisted in using 
baskets when the trade has wanted boxes or lugs. The dealers on the 
Los Angeles market prefer not to handle baskets and have frequently 
so informed some of the Utah shippers by correspondence. This has 
been given as an explanation for the low returns brought by Utah 
peaches at the market. This market, together with some others, is so far 
as Utah peaches are concerned, a fresh fruit market, and not a canning 
market. This means that consumers do not take a full container, but 
buy only a few pounds at a time. The box type of container is apparent-
ly better adapted to this kind of trade. It displays better, and is more 
easily handled. Also in the main, better than average quality fruit is 
desired for this trade. The bushel basket fits much better into tl1e trade 
in areas where the produce is purchased for home canning. In this case, 
the consumer ordinarily purchases a complete container. 
While this observation was made most often in connection with 
peaches, it was by no means restricted to peaches alone. Other fruits 
and some vegetables were included in the suggestions as to what im-
Fig. 2. Loa.ding Utah cherries for shipment 
provements could be made. In the case of cherries, the usual complaints 
had to do with the size of the container, and the number of different 
izes used. Because orne markets want cherries for sale for home 
canning, while others want them only for sale to be con umed fresh, 
some differences in size and nature of pack are desired, but apparently 
3 different container would meet all these needs. However, as many 
as 9 different size containers have been used in Utah. This leads to 
confusion in pricing, ordering and marketing generally, particularly 
when several different size containers are shipped in the same car. 
A proper package can never make up for poor contents, and it is 
possible that in some cases, the package is blamed when the real fault 
is quality of the contents. In part, size and type of package are a matter 
of habit both on the part of the producer and the handlers and 
consumers. But even if the only reason for a particular container is 
that it is wanted by the trade, it 'is probably good business for the 
shipper to provide that container. The alternative is to teach him to 
accept something else. 
Damage to Fruit in Transit. Reports and observation indi-
cate that much produce, particularly peaches, is damaged in transit 
to market. In the case of peaches, this is associated with the use of the 
bushel basket as a container. It is claimed that the nature of the basket 
is such that physical damage in a car is inevitable as the fruit in the 
lower tiers of containers must bear some of the weight of the fruit above. 
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Also, it is charged that as a result of careless lidding, i. e., failure 1'0 
fasten securely the lid on all four sides, the lids shift and cut the fruit 
in the top of the basket. A. number of cases came to the attention of 
investigators where apparently, as a result of improper or inadequate 
bracing and loading of the cars, considerable damage resulted from 
the shifting of the load. In these cases, some packages were almost 
destroyed and many others were extensively damaged. Occasionally 
damages are collected from the railroads for damaged packages, but the 
problem is more serious and costly than just the value of the produce 
involved. Such damage influences the reputation of all fruit and vege-
tables sold from the state. It also affects the reputation of the shipper 
for careful handling and reliability. In other words, the customer does 
not like to receive damaged produce even if he does not have to pay 
for it. 
Closely associated with the physical damage to produce while in 
transit ·is the report that Utah produce is often in transit so long that 
considerable deterioration occurs. Cases were reported of cherries 
or peaches being in transit so long that much of the produce was unfit 
for human consumption when unloaded. The long time in transit 
results primarily from the general practice of diverting cars from city 
to city in search of better marketing conditions. The account of sales 
records of local shippers in 1941 shows that practically every car was 
diverted at least once, and some were diverted as many as four times. 
In nearly every case where a car had heen diverted as many as four 
times, the sale price was low, which may indicate poor quality, and in 
addition, the costs were high which left little or nothing except bills 
for the shipper. 
Prices Received. In general, the prices at which products sell 
fairly well measure the relative quality of products from one area com-
pared to those from other areas. When this measure is applied to Utah 
products, the conclusion in most all instances is that these are inferior 
to those of most other areas which produce the same types of fruits 
and vegetables. This was most evident in apples, cherries, peaches, 
and potatoes. The reasons had usually to do with size, pack, grade, 
package or some factor that had to do with the way or condition in 
which the product had been packed and sent to market, rather than 
its flavor or consumption qualities. 
It does not necessarily follow that it would be . profitable for 
Utah producers to prep·are their produce to sell for prices comparable 
to their competitors' produce. Perhaps they can make more money 
by doing as they have done, and cater to the lower priced trade 
rather than to the select trade. If a large part of the produce grown 
is of low grade, then it may not pay to ~ort and pack for good 
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quality. However, transportation rates are as high for low quality 
produce as for top quality, and Utah producers are gener.ally ship-
ping considerable distances. The solution to the problem may be 
in so modifying cultural practices that a larger proportion of the 
total product is of top quality~ then giving better care to the handling, 
grading and packing. 
But regardless of what kind of market Utah produce is prepared 
for it is not only ethical, but it will be of economic benefit to label 
the produce what it actually is. Many consumers desire something 
less than top quality at prices somewhat lower than they would have 
to pay for the best. They are desirous of getting this and would be 
satisfied, provided they got quality of goods commensurate with the 
price they paid. The dissatisfaction comes when they ask for and pay 
for a given quality and then are supplied with something less. 
PRODUCTION OF FRUITS AND VEGETABLES IN .UTAH 
THE pattern of production of agricultural products has considerable influence on the problems of marketing. In few cases is this 
more pronounced than in fruits and vegetables. Such factors as the 
total volume of production within an area, the geographical size of 
the area, the degree of concentration and specialization of production, 
and the volume and specialization of production within the area, the 
volume and specialization of production on individual farms, the uni-
formity of varieties grown, quality, methods of grading and packing, 
all have an important effect upon the problem of marketing the 
produce. These factors are basic to some of the most difficult prob-
lems encountered in marketing Utah's fruits and vegetables. They 
affect the physical handling of the produce and also the interest or 
attitude of the producers and handlers. 
Production Areas 
The production of fruits and vegetables in Utah is largely restricted 
to the six counties in the north central part of the state. These 
counties are Cache, Box Elder, Weber, Davis, Salt Lake, and Utah. 
These counties have 84.5 percent of the acreage of orchard fruit of 
the state (table 1 and fig. 3). The "Dixie" area of Washington County 
is the only other area of any importance in the production of fruit. 
More than one-third of the state's fruit production is in Utah County. 
The other leading counties are Weber, Box Elder, and Davis. 
In 1939, the six north central counties produced 85.2 percent of 
the acreage of vegetables of the state (table 2 and fig. 4). In the 
same year, 25.2 percent of the acreage was in Davis County. Other 
counties in order of importance in vegetable production are Ut~ 
Weber, and Box Elder. 
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Fig. 3. Ninety-one percent of Utah's fruit acreage is in the five north 
central counties, and in Washington County. Acreage in Utah County rep're-
sents more than one-third of total acreage for the state 
In the production of vegetables a few small areas in other coun-
ties are important. In the Greenriver area of Emery County cantaloupe 
production is important. Canning peas, cauliflower and cabbage have 
been important in Sanpete County where the acreage has fluctuated 
widely from year to year. However, the trend has been downward 
for a number of years. In some years green pod peas a~d carrots have 
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Table 1. Land acreage in orchard fruits, bearing and nonbearing, in Utah, by 
areas and by counties, 1929, 1934, and 1939 
Percentage of total 
Area and county 1929 1934 1939 1929 1934 1939 
acres acres acres percent percent percent 
Box Elder ............................. ..................... 2,930 1,956 1,846 15.1 11.0 12.0 
Cache ..... _ .......... .. .. ... ... ....... ...... _-...... .. _ .. .... 461 351 348 2.4 2.0 2.3 
Davis ....................... ............ .. .. _ .... _ .......... . .. -..... ... 1,544 1,627 1,787 8.0 9.1 11.7 
Salt Lake ........ .. ............. _ ...... --_ ....... _-_ ... .. 1,927 1,982 1,239 9.9 11.1 8.1 
Utah ... .... -.- -_ ....... .. . .... _--...... ---- --_ . .. .... _.-.--_ .. 6,277 6,347 5,696 32.4 35.6 37.2 
Weber .......... ........ ---- .. ..... _-- .. .. .. ... .... ........... _- --- 2,073 2,062 2,033 10.7 11.6 13.2 
Total of six central counties .. 15,212 14,325 12,949 78.5 80.4 84.5 
Washington County ._---_._ .. _-. ---.-- 1,241 1,286 1,313 6.4 7.2 8:6 
All other counties .. ...... .. _ .............. .... .. 2,922 2,216 1,071 15;1 12.4 6.9 
State totals .... ... ..... _-. .. .. .. .... _ .. ..... ..... .... .... 19,375 17,827 15,333 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Table 2. Acreage of vegetables harvested for sale in Utah by areas and by 
counties, 1929, 1934, 1939 (exclusive of potatoes) 
Percentage of total 
Area and county 1929 1934 1939 1929 1934 1939 
acres acres acres percent percent percent 
Box Elder ............. ............. ...... _--- ...... --_ ... 1,795 2,146 2,805 8.0 10.2 12.9 
Cache ......... __ .. _ .... -- .. -... -_ ..... .. .. .. ....... __ ... .. ...... 1,476 1 ~537 1,459 6;6 7.3 6.7 
Davis ...... __ ....... __ .......... _ ....................... 5,414 5,~81 5,497 24.1 26.7 25.2 
Salt Lake ........................ ......... _ ....... _ ..... .. ...... .. 1,957 1,212 1,509 8.7 5.8 6.9 
Utah _ ............................................................... 4,409 3,299 4,474 19.6 15.8 20.5 
Weber .................. .............. ................... ......... 3,970 3,725 2,832 17.7 17.8 13.0 
Total six central counties .... 19,021 17,500 18,576 84.6 83.6 85.2 
Other counties where some 
vegetables are grown 
Emery .......•................................ ISO 602 688 .7 2.9 3.1 
Iron ......... -.......... .... .. -_ ... __ . __ .... -_ .. _ .................. 13 98 758 .1 .5 3.5 
Morgan .................. ...... ......... .. .. ..... ......... 847 799 472 3.7 3.8 2.2 
Total . . ....... ... -... .... .. .......................... ..... ..... 1,010 1,499 1,918 4.5 7.2 8.8 
All other counties ..... -... .. ........ ...... -..... 2,449 1,922 1,311 10.9 9.2 6.0 
State totals ........................................ .. .. _ .. .... 22,480 20,921 21 ,805 100.0 100.0 100.0 
been important in Iron County. Morgan County regularly· produces 
a considerable acreage of canning peas and cabbage. 
In 1929, 63 percent of the state's acreage of potatoes was grown 
in six north central counties (table 3 and fig . 5). However, in 1939, 
only 53 percent was grown in this. area. 
In the production of potatoes a new area of importance has 
developed during the past several years. It is in the south central 
part of the state and includes parts of Sevier, Piute, Garfield, Iron 
and Millard Counties, where in 1939, 29 percent of Utah's potatoes 
was produced. ' The potatoes grown in this area are late varieties, 
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ACRES OF COMMERCIAL VEGETABLES EXCLUSIVE OF POTATOES 
IN UTAH, 1939 
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Fig. 4. Eighty-five percent of Utah's commercial vegetable production 
is in six north central counties, Cache, Box Elder, Weber, Davis, Salt Lake, 
and Utah 
mostly Russets and many of them are placed in storage. In contrast 
many of the potatoes grown in the north central part of the state are 
earlier varieties, mostly Irish Cobbler and Bliss Triumph. Few of 
these go into storage. 
The production of fruits and vegetables is not uniformly distributed 
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ACRES OF POTATOES IN UTAH, BY COUNTIES, 1939 
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Fig. 5. The principal potato producing areas in Utah are located in the 
north central and southwestern parts of the state 
within the six counties. In fact the production of most of these crops 
is restricted to a small part of the counties where soil and climatic 
conditions are particularly favorable. Especially is this true of the 
production of fruit. The fruit-producing area consists largely of a 
narrow strip of bench land along the base of the Wasatch Mountains. 
It extends from north of Brigham City south to Payson in the southern 
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Table 3. Acreage 0/ potatoes grown in Utah by areas and by counties in 
1929, 1934, and 1939 
Percentage of total 
Area and county 1929 1934 1939 1929 1934 1939 
acres acres acres percent percent percent 
Box Elder ----_ ..... _------ ... -._ .. _--------_ ..... _- 669 1,669 1,135 6.2 13.4 8.6 
Cache 
-- --p-p---------_ .... ----------------------_ .. 508 1,092 1,281 4.7 8.8 9.8 
Davis 
-- --_ ..... ----_ ..... _----_ .. _- ------.-.---- .. ----- 971 1,213 1,125 9.0 9.7 8.6 
Salt Lake ...................................... 1,422 593 468 13.1 4.7 3.6 
Utah 
---------------_ .. _- -----------_._---- -- -- ..... -
1,546 1,401 1,107 14.3 11.2 8.4 
Weber 
-- -------------------------- --_ .. _---_ ._--. 
1,659 1,958 1,813 15.4 15.7 13.8 
Total ix central countie 
----
6,775 7,926 6,929 62.7 63.5 52.8 
Garfield 
.. ----_ .... _-- ----- .-------- .. --.. -_ .... _------ 138 186 848 1.3 1.5 6.5 
Iron 
--- ----_ ._ .. _---- .... --- --_ ... _------------- ----.- 158 336 649 1.4 2.7 4.9 
Millard .. ... oO-- -.... .. ... .. ---._----------_ .. -.--_ .. _- - 127 347 431 1.2 2.7 3.3 
Piute -- -_ ..... _-_ ....... __ ...... _------ .. -. -.. -----.- .. ---- 234 411 1,254 2.2 3.3 9.5 
Sevier 
_.- ... .. .... _----- ...... .. .. ----.... ..... ------------ 283 246 659 2.6 2.0 5.0 
Total five south central 
counties 
---_oOP_ .. _------ ----- ---- 940 1,526 3,841 8.7 12.2 29.2 
All other counties ........ ... ............ 3,083 3,033 2,368 28.6 24.3 18.0 
State total ............................ 10,798 12,485 13,138 100.0 100.0 100.0 
end of Utah County. While fruit production is not continuous over all 
of this distance it does extend over a considerable part of the way, and 
where fruit is not grown the use is largely non-agriculturjll. The fruit 
that is produced in Cache County is similarly situated. In only a few 
cases is there any important fruit production in the bottom of the valley 
at a distance from the benchland along the mountains. 
The production of vegetables is somewhat more widely scattered 
within the counties. However, truck crops tend to follow the same gen· 
eral pattern as fruit but are located on the bottom lands below the 
fruit belt. Potatoes, canning peas and tomatoes extend farthest out into 
the valley. Some tomatoes are also grown on the benchland within the 
fruit belt. 
Fig. 6. Potato production in a mountain valley in Utah 
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Volume of Production 
In comparison with the total of the United States or with the total of 
some of the more important fruit and vegetable producing states the . 
volume of production of fruit and vegetables in Utah is small. Accord-
ing to the 1940 census of agriculture, in 1939, there were 17,111 acres 
of land used for growing orchard and small fruits (table 4). This is 
Table 4. Acreage of land in orchards and small fruits in Utah, 1929 and 1939 
Kind of fruit 
All land in orchard * ................................................. . 
Strawberries .......................... ...... ........................... _ .. . 
Raspberries .............. ................... ................................ . 
Black and dewberries ......................................... .... .. . 
Currants ........................ ............................................. . 
Gooseberries .......... .................... .................. ............... . 
Other small fruit ................ ...... ................................. . 
Total fruit ........................................................... . 
1929 
acres 
19,375 
1,510 
738 
174 
75 
29 
16 
21,917 
*Includes bearing and non·bearing tree fruits, and grapes. 
1939 
acres 
15,333 
972 
611 
150 
32 
13 
17,111 
approximately Ilh percent of the total irrigated cropland of the state. 
From 1929 to 1939 there was a decrease of nearly 5000 acres, or 
22 percent, in the total fruit acreage. The greatest decreases were in 
apples and grapes. Peaches also decreased considerably. Much of the 
apple decrease was in farm or non-commercial orchards. The cherry, 
pear, and plum and prune acreage did not change greatly. However, 
there was a big change in the proportion of the total trees that were 
of bearing age. 
Of the small fruits the largest acreage was in strawberries and the 
next largest in raspberries. There was a decrease in the acreage of every 
kind of small fruit between 1929 and 1939. 
During this sanie period, a 21 percent reduction in orchard trees 
of bearing age and 50 percent reduction in trees of nonbearing age 
was reported (table 5). It is estimated that there has been some in-
crease in plantings since 1939. These new plantings are the result of 
new irrigation developments for some fruit lands and price improve-
ments during the war period. 
Based on number of trees, apples and peaches are the most im-
portant fruits in the state. However, they both were relatively less 
important in 1939 than in 1929. This was especially true for apples. 
Apricots were the only fruit in which the total number of trees showed 
.a significant increase during the 10 year period. 
The total state production of the leading fruits for the period of. 
1932-1941 and also for 1942 and 1943 is given in table 6. The total 
-of the seven leading fruits averaged 33,325 tons during the period,: 
MARKETING FRUITS AND V EGET ABLES 19 
Table 5. Number of fruit trees of ebaring and nonbearing age in Utah 
. . 1929, 1934, and 1939* 
Trees of bearing age Trees of non bearing age 
Kind of fruit 1929 1934 1939 1929 1934 1939 
number number number number number number 
Apples - ~ -- - - -- .... .. -------- ---- -_ ...... 464,861 384,511 228,219 105,234 61 ,656 42,246 
Apricots --... .. .. _- _ ... _--- -- --_ .. ...... - 48,847 130,816 53,188 33,734 
Cherries 
...... ......... .. .. .. .. ---- -- --- .- --- 110,050 151,438 181,553 114,230 99,379 30,990 
Peaches 
_ ... ... ...... ..... _---- ----- .... _- 491,430 439,194 406,634 206,197 107,312 143,733 
Pears ..... ---........ .. _ ... _---_ . ... . ... 62,884 76,983 81,173 46,538 27,863 22,479 
Plums and prunes ........ 46,257 39,688 37,227 14,312 14,766 23,355 
Grapes .. .. .. _ ...... __ .. ... ... -....... ... _--- 427,920 365,306 245,564 86,569 29,809 18,197 
Total trees 
including grapes .... 1,652,249 1,457,120 1,311,186 626,268 340,785 314,734 
*From U. S. Census of Agriculture. 
1932-1941. In 1942 the production totaled only 25,738 tons but in 
1943, when Utah probably had the largest fruit crop in its history, 
figures show a total of about 55,749 tons. While this seems a lot of 
fruit, for the 1932-1941 period the Utah production probably was not 
more than one-half of one percent of the total United States production. 
Even in 1943 with an extraordinary large crop in Utah and a small 
national crop th~ Utah production was ' considerably less than one per-
cent of the national total. 
Table 6. Production of selected fruits in Utah for various periods* 
Average 
C.ommodity Unit 1932·41 
Apples---commercial crop .... ............ 1000 bu. 384 
Peaches ............................................ __ .. 1000 bu. 516 
Pears .................................................... 1000 bu. 93 
Apricots ................................................ tons 3,030 
Cherries - sweet .......... _ ................ _.... tons 2,880t 
Cherries - SOUL ... . . . . . . _ . ...... _ . .. _ . .... _ . . _ tons 1,630t 
Grapes .................. __ _ ....................... __ .... tons 978 
Strawberries .................. _ ................. 24 qt. crates 77,fIJO 
Total ......................... _ ........ _......... tons 33,335 
·Data from U. S. Bureau of Agricultural Economics. 
tAverage of 1938·41. 
1942 1943 
307 550 
340 846 
82 200 
3,100 10,100 
2,200 3,800 
1,100 1,900 
680 900 
60,000 33,000 
25,738 55,749 
Another situation closely associated with the relatively small total 
production that adds to the problem of efficient marketing is that the 
average producer of fruits produces only a small v.olume. This no 
doubt, influences the attitude of the producers toward marketing prob-
lems as well as the physical difficulty of marketing. According to the 
1940 census of agriculture in 1939 (when the state fruit crop was about 
normal) the average apple grower had but 52 bearing and 10 non-
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Fig. 7. Thre year out of twelve, fruit production in Utah has been 
very low. Peaches, apple, ch rrie , and p ar represent rno t of the produc-
tion in the tate 
bearing trees and of tho e growers who reported a harvest the av~rage 
was only 173 bushels (table 7). The average harvest of peaches was 
222 bushels, of pears 85 bushels, cherries 1 Y2 tons. There are in the 
state only a few really large fruit producers. 
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Table 7. Number of growers and volume of business per grower of selected 
fruits in Utah, 1939* 
Growers Bearing- Nonbearing Production Kind of fruit Total per grower 
growers reporting trees per trees per reporting 
a harvest grower grower 
a harvest 
number number number number 
Apples ......... -_ ...... _ ... . .. - 4,376 2,819 52 10 173 bu. 
Apricots 3,338 2,444 39 10 3,534 lbs. 
Cherries 
.-- .- -_ .. .... .. .... 01 2,615 1,609 69 12 3,053 lbs. 
Peaches -_ ............... .. 3,680 2,770 llO 39 222 bu. 
Pears 
........ . .. . ....... . . .. ... 4. 2,587 1,619 31 9 85 bu. 
Plums and prunes 2,584 1,624 14 9 966 lbs. 
acres 
Raspberries ... ....... 1,147 . 5 1,096 lbs . 
Strawberries ' ........ 841 1.2 3,081 lbs. '. 
*Data from U. S. Census of Agriculture, 1940. 
According to Wilson and Stark3 the average size of orchard in 
Utah in 1935 was 127 trees, but if the 6,241 home orchards are :ilot 
taken into consideration, the average size was 483 trees or 4.5 acres. 
Ninty-five percent of the plantings in the state had from 1 to 500 trees. 
Plantings over 500 trees constituted only 4.6 percent of the state total, 
and those orchards with more than 2000 trees only 0.35 percent. Thi~ 
means that only one out of 300 orchards in Utah exceeded 18.5 acres 
in 1935. These small orchards do not justify large expenditures for 
sprayers and other costly orchard equipment and, as a result; the 
control of pests and other orchard operations are not done effectively. 
In total volume the most important fruit is peaches with apples 
next, then cherries and then apricot~. The total volume as shown 
in figure 7 fluctuates considerably from year to year. When climatic 
conditions are unfavorable for fruit production all kinds of fruits 
usually suffer, though the damage to some fruits, particularly peaches, 
is ' greater than for the average. 
The acreage of vegetables grown in 1939 was 34,942 as compared 
to 33,278 in 1929 (table 8) . This is largely exclusive of family gardens. 
Of the total acreages, potatoes, peas, and tomatoes made up slightly 
more than 75 percent each year. The acreage of potatoes was the lar-
gest for any crop, with peas next in importance, and then tomatoes. 
Most of the peas and tomatoes was for canning purposes. 
The pattern of production is much the same for vegetables as for 
fruit. In the case of vegetables, moreover, the data are restricted, ex-
cept for potatoes, to vegetables harvested for sale. The number of 
growers, the average acreage per grower, and the average volume of 
3Wilson, A. L., and Stark, ~. L., The fruit tree situation .in Utah. Utah Agr. 
Exp. Sta. Bu!. 279. 1938. 30 p. 
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Table 8. Acreage of various vegetables harvested for sale in Utah, 1929 and 1939* 
Acreage in Number of Acres 
Volume of 
Kind of vegetable per business 
.' 
growers grower per grower 1929 1939 in 1929 in 1939 in 1939 
acres acres number acres dollars 
Potatoes .... -. . . _--------- 10,798 13,135 5,738 2.3 189 
Peas .-.- -- -- ._- ----.. --_ .. --- 8,909 8,471 2,137 4.0 158 
Tomatoes . -.. _-- -------_ . 5,799 5,976 1,811 3.3 328 
Cantaloupes __ _____ _____ 599 1,430 357 4.0 267 
Onions-dry 
----- -----
1,163 1,019 468 2.2 191 
Lima beans--green 144 841 313 2.7 147 
Sweet corn 
----- ---... _-
753 743 421 1.8 80 
Cabbage ---_ ... -. _ .. _-- --- 762 623 284 2.2 217 
- Snap beans ._ -.-- ------ 1,463 534 382 1.4 144 
Celery . - ___ 0 _ _ _ _ _ ._ . - ••• • _-- 446 456 124 3.7 598 
Watermelons ___ __ __ ___ 514 373 217 1.7 101 
Carrots --_ .--... _- ------_ .. ItW 265 324 .8 103 
Asparagus 
--- -_ .. _. ------ 220 256 151 1.7 211 
Lettuce ._ ._ ... . _ .. _-----_. -- 196 163 91 1.8 205 
Cucumbers 
.------ ---- -
157 100 174 .6 81 
Squash _ .. _--- --- _ ... _-_ ... .. _- 108 97 74 1.3 75 
Cauliflower --_. ---_ .. _- 24.8 87 59 1.5 175 
Mixed vegetables __ 466 76 35 2.2 237 
Spinach 
---. -_ .. _--- ------ 122 73 56 1.3 143 
Beets-- -table . ... .... _- 91 38 37 1.0 85 
Pumpkins 25 33 8 4.1 333 
Onions--green 
.-----
15 23 24 1.0 114 
Peppers 
-------_ . . .. _------
8 17 25 .7 108 
Other --- . . . . ..... . __ . .... . . 132 . 113 
Total 
--- .------- ----- ----
33,278 34,942 
* From U. S. Census of Agriculture. 
business for the various kinds of vegetables are also shown in table 8. 
Like fruits, the major part of the vegetables is produced in small units 
or by producers who grow only a little. This means that either t~e 
total volume of farm business is extremely small or that these farmers 
do not specialize in the production of vegetables or fruits. Actually 
both situations are probably true. 
The volume produced is not available for all vegetables. For 
nine of the most important ones for which production data are avail-
able the yearly average for 1932-41 was 154,481 tons (table 9 and 
fig. 8 ) ._ In 1942 for the same crops the total was 208,595 and in 1943, 
244,880 tons. These crops are important in the economy of Utah's 
agriculture. However, they do not occupy a commanding position on 
the national markets. They make up only about 1 percent of the national 
production. The canning crops, peas, tomatoes, and snap beans are 
relatively the most important. During the . 1930-39 period the Utah 
production was 6.8, 2.8, and 2.7 percent -of the nation's production 
0 
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"0 
0 
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Fig. 8. During the past 12 years the trend of vegetable production in 
Utah has been upward. Potatoes, canning tomatoes, and peas constitute the 
major tonnage of vegetables produced in this state 
of canning peas, tomatoes, and snap beans, respectively. During this 
same period Utah potatoes were relatively the least iIIljportan~ on the 
nation's markets, amouI}ting to only one-half of one percent. However, 
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Table 9. Production of selected vegetables in Utah for vario'us periods* 
Amount produced Tonnage 
Commodity nit Average verage 
1932-41 1942 1943 1932'-41 1942 1943 
tons tons tons 
Potato 1000 bu. 2,055 2,312 3,430 61,650 69,360 102,900 
Onion 1000 cwt. 271 264 300 13,550 13,200 15,000 
Cantaloupe 1000 crate 99 28 36 2,970 840 1,080 
elery 1000 crate 126 146 183 5,670 6,570 8,235 
Pea - canning ton 14,580 21,200 25,520 14,580 21,200 25,520 
Tomatoe -canning ton 46,800' 86,200 73,000 46,800 86,200 73,000 
Tomatoe - market 1000 bu. 74 50 130 1,961 1,325 3,445 
nap bean -canning ton 2,400 3,600 2,200 2,400 3,600 2,200 
Cabbage ton 4,900 6,300 13,500 4,900 6,300 13,500 
Total 154,481 208,595 244,880 
of Agri ultural Economics. 
within the tate potatoe~ account for about two-fifths of the total ton-
nage of vegetables which is considerabl more than for any other 
vegetable. Canning tomatoes are next most im.portant (fig. 8). All 
potatoes, however, do not enter into trade on the market a many are 
con umed on the farm where produced, wherea es entiall all pro-
ces ing tomatoe enter into trade channels. 
The trend of vegetable production in the state from 1932 to1943 
was upward (fig. 8). The trend has been accentuated during the pa t 
few years b the government program for increa ing the produ tion 
of canning crop and potatoes. egetable I roduction i more table 
than is fruit production as is shown b a compari on of figures"" and 8. 
Fig. 9. Loading fre h tomatoe for hipmen t 
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This is because of less hazards to yields as the area in vegetable 
production .fluctuates more from year to year than does that in fruit 
production. 
The U. S. Bureau of the Census classified the 1939 farm schedules 
on the basis of the major source of income. This classification shows 
that in 1939, 1,153 farms received a larger portion of the total value 
of all farm products sold, traded, or used in the household, from fruit 
than from any other source (table 10). For 802 farms the major source 
Table 10. Number 0/ farms and average income per farm for farms with major 
part 0/ income from fruits and vegetables, Utah, 1939* 
Item 
Number of farms ................. .. ......................... ..... . 
Value of llvestock and livestock products ........... . 
Value of field crops ............................................... . 
Value of vegetables for sale ................................. . 
Value of fruits and nuts ............................ _ .......... . 
Value of all crops ................................. _ ............... . 
Value of other income ........ _ .............. _ ................. . 
Total value of all products sold, 
traded or used in household.. ... _ ........ = ....... . 
*From U. S. Census of Agriculture. 
Farms with major part of 
income from 
Fruits and Vegetables 
nuts for sale 
1,153 
dollars 
115 
60 
51 
802 
914 
116 
1,145 
802 
dollars 
152 
248 
853 
42 
1,146 
124 
1,422 
of income was from vegetables. Obviously these are only a small part 
of the farms that are growing fruits and vegetables for sale. While 
these would not necessarily be the largest fruit and vegetable produc-
ing farms they were those most nearly specialized. The average value 
of all farm products sold, traded or used in households was $1,145 
for the fruit farms and $1,422 for the vegetables farms. This shows 
that on the average the total business done on these farms was small. 
On the fruit farms about 70 percent of the total income was from 
fruit and on the vegetable farms about 60 percent was from vegetables. 
Livestock and livestock products accounted for slightly more than 10 
percent on each group of farms. This would indicate that the farms 
which produce fruit and vegetables do not ha e many livestock. 
Production as Related to Marketing 
The total acreage devoted to the production of fruits and egetables 
has for the past 10 or more years been slightly more than 50,000, and 
average tonnage produced per year for 1932-41 was about 188,000 tons. 
These data indicate that the total volume of fruits and vegetables to be 
marketed from Utah is small in comparison with the more intensive 
production areas of the United States. 
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Not only is the total volume of production of most fruits and 
vegetables in Utah too small easily to achieve maximum .efficiency in 
their marketing but the spatial pattern of production also adds to that 
difficulty. (See fig 3 and fig. 4) . Such widespread production leads 
to problems of assembling the produce in sizeable lots and also of 
getting the producers together to discuss and agree upon marketing 
problems and policy. It also adds to the difficulty of providing, either 
by cooperatives or commercial organizations, adequate and up-to-date 
marketing facilities and services. 
The foregoing data are presented largely to show the pattern of 
production of fruits and vegetables in the state of Utah. This pattern 
is made up of a relatively small total production, which is spread over 
an area about 125 to 150 miles in length. The producers in the main 
are small and are not highly specialized. This pattern of production 
has its affect upon the problem of marketing. In fact it creates a 
difficult situation in which to perfect an efficient and satisfactory 
marketing system. _.. .. . 
Small unit production of fruits .and vegetables in Utah is 
char~cteristic not only of these enterprises but also of other farm 
commodities and of the total farm output. Such a production program 
makes collection, grading, packing, and selling a more difficult 
problem, but not one that cannot be remedied. Utah dairymen, and 
other similar groups, have had to contend with this problem of small 
farm unit production. Even with this handicap they have been able 
to place on the market high quality products and return relatively 
high prices to producers. 
Although small unit production of fruit and vegetables is one of 
the major problems in efficient marketing of these products, it is not 
a barrier which cannot be overcome. 
Production of Fruit in Utah in Relation to Needs of the 
Local Market 
The 1940 census reported the total population of Utah as 550,310. 
Since that census was taken considerable change has taken place in 
the total number, and also in the geographical distribution of the 
population within the state. As a result of the change accurate 
population statistics are not available, but an estimate of 600,000 for 
the state apparently is conservative. A much larger proportion of the 
population is in the area along the Wasatch Mountain range from 
Provo to Brigham City. This change in population is related to the 
problem of marketing many of Utah's farm products. 
The population of Utah is only a part of the local or home mar-
:ket for Utah fruits. In addition there is a considerable population living 
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adjacent to Utah in Idaho, Wyoming, Nevada, and Arizona. These 
areas produce little fruit, and as they are closer to Utah than to other 
commercial fruit areas, they can logically be claimed as a part of Utah's 
home fruit market. On the basis of the 1940 population census, and 
taking into account the known changes, it is estimated that Utah is 
in the most favorable geographical position to supply at least an 
additional 400,000 people with the major part of their fruit. This 
makes a total home market of at least a million people. Also it appears 
now that it is a safe assumption that after the war is over there will 
still be a home market of a million people. 
Usually the local market for farm products such as fruits and vege-
tables is the best market and it is desirable to supply its needs before 
shipping to more distant markets. No data are available which show 
the amount of fruit actually consumed in this area. However, data 
are available which show the per capita consumption of many fruits 
for the nation as a whole as 125 pounds during the 5 years, 1934-38 
(table 11). This is the fresh fruit weight equivalent for all of the fruit 
consumed regardless of the form in which consumed. It includes con-
sumption in fresh form, canned, dried, and juice or other by-produots. 
While probably just a coincidence, this is approximately the same 
amount as nutritionists say is necessary for good health. 
It is not known whether the people of Utah consume as much fruit 
Table 11. Comparison 0/ the United States per capita consumption, all uses, 
and Utah per capita production 0/ selected fruits 
Kind of fruit 
Per capita 
national 
consumption • 
Apples __ _____ _ ..... ....... ........ _._ .... .. .......... . 
Apricots .......... .................. ................. . 
Cherries ........... .. ........... ....... .. ... ... : ..... . 
Peaches .. _ ... _ ................... ............ ....... . 
Pears _ ......... _ ................ ................. .. ... . 
Plums and prunes ............................. . 
Grapes __ ... _ .. _ ............... ...... .. ............ ... . 
Strawberries .............. .. .. .... ..... ....... .. .. . . 
Raspberries _ ......... ................... .......... . 
Other .. _________ ._ .. __ ... _ ...... .. ....... __ ...... _ ...... . 
Total _____ . __ . __ ....... __ .. __ ................. _ 
Ibs. 
49.7 
2.0 
2.0 
17.9 
8_4 
6.8 
30.4 
3.0 
4.8t 
125.0~ 
Normal per capita production 
in Utah for 
600,000 1,000,000 
population population 
Ibs. 
48.1 
7.7 
10.0 
36.2 
8.0 
2.8 
2.7 
4.3 
2.5 
.7 
123.0 
Ibs. 
28.9 
4_6 
6.0 
21.7 
4.8 
1.7 
1.6 
2.6 
1.5 
.4 
73.8 
·1934-38 Average deciduous fruit statistics; Jan. 1942. California University_ 
Giannini FoundatIon of Agricultural Economics, Mimeo. report No. 79. 
tlncludes figs 1.5 lbs., dates 1.9 lbs., and cranberries 0.4 lbs. Raspberries and 
others estimated at 1.0 lbs. 
tIn addition the national consumption included 14.5 lbs. of bananas, 9_1 lbs. 
of pineapple, and 56.7 lbs. of citrus fruits, or a total of 210.3 lbs. of fruit. 
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as the average of the nation but it has been commonly assumed that 
Utah people consume relatively large amounts of fruit. While there is 
no evidence to indicate that the assumption is not true, there is evi-
dence to indicate that if it is .true the marketing of Utah's fruit needs 
to be changed. 
If no fruit of the kinds listed in table 11 were shipped out of . 
the state and none were shipped in, and the state produced the same 
amount as during the period 1930-39, and assuming a population of 
600,000, there would be just enough fruit to equal approximately the 
national per capita consumption. If a population of a million is to 
be supplied, they would have only 73.8 pounds per capita. Actually, 
however, there are considerable quantities of fruit shipped out of and 
also into the state. If possible ,it would be desirable to eliminate some 
of the in and out movement of fruit. 
On the basis of supplying a local market of a million people, there 
would be, in comparison with the national consumption, a shortage 
of some fruits and a surplus of others. The shortages would be most 
pronounced for grapes, apples, and plums and prunes. There would 
be surpluses of only cherries, peaches, and apricots. By far the great-
est shortage is for grapes. From a nutritional point of view the 
surpluses could be substituted for the shortages, though from the point 
of view of consumption habits there probably is a limit to the amount 
of substituting that can be. done. Actually there may also be some 
substitution of these surplus fruits for other fruits not listed here, such 
as bananas, pineapple, grapefruit, and oranges. 
On the basis of the available data on the past trends in fruit 
production, the yields, and on numbers of trees, . both bearing and non-
bearing, estimates have been made of the per capita production of 
the various fruits for the next several years (table 12). These estimates 
indicate that total fruit production during the next several years may 
be slightly less than it was from 1930-39. The estimated production 
would provide about a total of 120 pounds per capita for the state 
population or 72 pounds per capita for the larger home market area. 
However, there would be greater deviations than at present from the 
national averages for several fruits. There would be a greater shortage 
of apples, and a greater abundance of peaches, cherries and apricots. 
In general the foregoing data indicate certain aspects of a desir-
able program for marketing the Utah crop during the next several 
-years. They indicate that the local market can absorb as much fruit 
as is produced. However, some of it may need to be processed and, 
probably for some years at least, some peaches, cherries and apricots 
.must be sent to more distant markets. With proper organization for 
.distribution all other fruits can be sold at home. 
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Table 12. Comparison of United States per capita consumption, all uses, 1934-38, 
and the probable future Utah per capita production of selected fru its 
Kind of fruit 
Per capita 
national 
consum ption * 
Apples ....................... ... ..................... . 
Apricots .......... .................................. . . 
Cherries ... _ ...... .. .. .... .................. .. ...... . 
Peaches ........................... .................. . 
Pears ........... : ....................................... . 
Plums and prunes ...................... .... . . 
Grapes ................. ................ ..... ..... .... . 
Strawberries ........................ ............. . 
Raspberries ........................... ............ . 
Other ............... ............................ ....... . 
Total ............ .. .......... .. .............. ....... . 
lbs. 
49.7 
2.0 
2.0 
17.9 
8.4 
6.8 
30.4 
3.0 
4.8 
125.0 
Probable per capita production 
in Utah fort 
600,000 
population 
lbs. 
32.0 
11.7 
11.7 
42.0 
9.2 
2.8 
2.7 
4.8 
2.5 
.5 
119.9 
1,000,000 
population 
lbs. 
19.2 
7.0 
7.0 
25.2 
5.5 
1.7 
1.6 
2.9 
1.5 
.3 
71.9 
* 1934-38 Average deciduous fruit statistics; Jan. 1942. California University. 
Giannini Foundation of Agircultural Economics. Mimeo. report No. 79. 
tEstimates based on past trends and the most recent statistics of plantings, 
bearing and nonbearing trees. 
The greatest change probably should be made in the marketing 
of apples. While Utah has not been producing enough apples to supply 
her needs, considerable quantities of apples have been shipped out of 
the local market area. Some of this has resulted frOIn lack of, or 
failure to use, cold storage facilities to hold apples at home, some, 
no doubt, has been because of local demand for varieties and grades not 
readily available from local producers, and some has resulted from 
habit and lack of good marketing methods. While the 1942 crop of 
Utah apples was being harvested at least several cars of Northwest 
apples were unloaded in the state. Under a good marketing system the 
freight on the apples shipped out and on those shipped in. could be 
made to accrue to Utah producers. 
DISTR1BUTION' OF UTAH FRUITS AND VEGETABLES 
,\ LTHOUGH the production of fruit and vegetables is relatively 
..t\. small in Utah, the area in which these products are marketed is 
large. The market area includes almost the entire nation except Wash-
ington' Oregon, and a strip across the nothern part of Idaho, Montana, 
and North Dakota, and the southeastern states where little Utah produce 
is marketed. Only a few kinds of fruits and vegetables are marketed 
east of the Mississippi River. Cantaloupes make up the largest volume 
of these and they go as far as Boston. Other commodities shipped 
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long distances include cherries, onions, green peas, carrots, tomatoes, 
and celery. 
Geographic Areas in Which Utah Produce is Marketed 
For purposes of study and analysis, the area in which most of Utah's 
fruit and vegetables is marketed has been divided into four geographic 
divisions (fig. 10). The boundaries of these, while somewhat arbitrary, 
take into account natural market areas as fixed by geography, trans-
portation facilities and costs, and also political boundaries. The 
location and description of each of these market areas with the 
approximate population of each is given below. 
GEOGRAPHICAL AREAS 
WHERE UTAH FRUITS AND VEGETABLES ARE SOLD 
Fig. 10. The distribution of Utah fruits and vegetables varies with each 
commodity 
Area I. The local market. This area might also be referred to 
as the "home" ·01' the . Intermountain market as it includes in addition 
to Utah the adjacerit mountain states. More specifically it includes 
southeastern Idaho, the southwestern corner of Montana and most of 
Wyoming. The extreme eastern part of Wyoming is more nearly like 
area II but for purposes of this report and to avoid dividing a state it 
is all considered in area I. For the same reason all of Colorado is 
placed in area II as most of Utah's trade is with Denver which geo-
graphically is more nearly associated with the plains area. New 
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Mexico is included in area I but actually little Utah produce is marketed 
there. Arizona is likewise included though Utah's trade there is 
restricted to only a part of the state and to only a few commodities. 
The western part of Nevada also belongs in this area but for the same 
reasons as stated above the entire state is included. Probably the 
most important market outlets in this area outside of Utah are south-
eastern Idaho and western Wyoming, or area market I A (fig. 10). 
Area II. The midwestern market. In general this includes the 
entire area from Canada on the north to Mexico or the Gulf of Mexico 
on the south, to the Mississippi River on the east, and west to the con-
tinental divide. 
In order to follow state lines the following states are included, 
Colorado, North Dakota, South Dakota, Minnesota, Iowa, Nebraska, 
Kansas, Missouri, Oklahoma, Arkansas, Texas and Louisiana. The 
more distant portions of this area are not important as a market for 
Utah products. 
Area III. The California market. In distance this market is 
about the same as the important part of the midwestern market. Much 
more Utah produce is marketed in the southern part of California than 
in the northern part. 
Area IV. The far eastern market. This includes essentially all 
of the area east of the Mississippi River. However, little produce goes 
south of Washington, D. C. The large cities of the northeast are the 
most important. 
Within the boundaries of area I as outlined there are approxi-
mately 214 million people, within area II about 20 million, in area 
III about 7 million, and in area IV about 100 million. Obviously only 
a small proportion of the fruit and vegetable requirements of the people 
outside of area I are supplied by Utah producers. In fact in most 
of the other three areas the receipts of fruits and vegetables from Utah 
are relatively insignificant. 
The local market area is in general an area of small and sparse 
population. However, it offers the best outlet for Utah's fruit and 
vegetable crops, both because of being closer and hence having lower 
freight rates, and also because competition is less intense. The basic 
industries of area I are mining and agriculture. For most of the area 
outside of Utah the agriculture tends toward livestock and other 
relatively extensive types, with few fruit and vegetable farms. The 
climate over much of the area is not favorable for fruits or for many 
vegetables. Utah is in an excellent position geographically to provide 
fruits and vegetables for most of this area. 
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Agriculture is also the basic industry of most of area II. Like 
area I the type of agriculture also tends toward livestock and grain. 
Climate is likewise not well adapted for fruit or vegetable production, 
consequently the population must look to other regions for its supply. 
Area III - California - has developed into an important market for 
some kinds of Utah fruits and vegetables · because of two factors. 
First, because of the concentration of a large population in the cities 
of southern California, and second, because the season of maturity for 
Utah fruits and vegetables is different than for California. California 
is an important exporter of both fruits and vegetables of the kinds 
grown here but these are marketed before Utah's crop is mature. In 
the case of a few products such as late potatoes California does not 
produce enough to meet the requirements of her population. 
The great industrial cities of the nation are included in area IV. 
In the main this section does not produce sufficient quantities of many 
food products to meet its requirements. However, considerable quan-
tities of fruits and vegetables are produced. In addition some of Utah's 
products marketed there mature at a different time than local products 
and some Utah products are of higher quality than those produced in 
the area. 
Commodities from Utah Marketed in Each Area. The de-
mand for, and the distribution of all fruits and vegetables produced 
in Utah, are not uniform in all marketing areas, or even within all 
parts of the same area. A few products, of which onions are probably 
the best example, were rather widely distributed in all markets; while 
other products, of .which cantaloupes are a good example, tended to 
be distributed within a rather restricted area. 
Within area I, but outside Utah, some of practically all of the 
fruits and vegetables grown in Utah for commercial purposes are 
distributed. Not all are equally important in all parts of the market, 
however. The major tree fruits are quite widely distributed as are 
also berries, onions, early potatoes, and some other vegetables. Late 
potatoes, however, meet strong competition in Idaho, Montana and 
much of Wyoming from the upper Snake River Valley of Idaho and 
hence the distribution of these is restricted largely to Arizona and 
Nevada. 
In the middle west or area II, the variety of fruits and vegetables 
that is marketed from Utah is not so large. Of the tree fruits, peaches 
and cherries are by far the most important. However, when the Utah 
crop is sufficiently large a few apples, pears and also apricots are 
distributed there. The distribution of berries has been limited largely 
to the Denver market. Of the vegetables, potatoes, onions and green 
tomatoes are most important. 
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Peaches and onions are marketed over nearly all of area II but 
sales are concentrated in the southeastern part of the plains area. 
Cherry distribution tends to be concentrated in the northeastern part 
of area II, while the distribution of potatoes and tomatoes tends to-
ward the southern part. 
The commodities distributed in area III are largely late potatoes, 
onions and peaches. Some other kinds of fruits and vegetables are 
marketed but in much smaller quantities. Some of these are rasp-
berries, cherries, apricots, apples and green peas. The bulk of the 
products tends to go to Los Angeles and San Diego . . 
A few commodities, cantaloupes, carrots and green peas are 
largely marketed in the large cities of area IV. A few other commodi-
ties, such as apricots, cherries, tomatoes and onions are sent to this 
area in significant quantities. Few peaches or potatoes go that far 
east. 
Production Areas With Which Utah Producers Must Compete 
All agricultural produce, regardless of kind or where produced, is 
in competition. Any particular food product must, in a broad sense, 
compete for the consumers' dollars not only with all other food pro · 
ducts but also with all other goods and services. However, as the term 
competition is used here its meaning is restricted to the competition 
that particular kinds of Utah-grown fruits and vegetables meet in 
various markets from the same kind of products grown elsewhere but 
available in the same market at the same time. 
The only market for fruits and vegetables that belongs essenti-
ally to Utah producers is the, home market. And even in this market, 
most Utah produce is not without competition from produce grown 
in other states: But the demands of this market normally are largely 
supplied by Utah produce during the season or seasons of the year 
when this produce is available either directly from the fields or from 
storage. In no other market does the produce from Utah make up an 
important part of the total. Exceptions to this may be found for the 
market in a particular city for a particular commodity during a limited 
period of time. In all markets where a particular commodity is grown 
locally, it competes with produce from elsewhere for the local trade 
and is not mentioned here except where it is of major importance. 
Competition in Area I. The competition to Utah fruits and 
vegetables in area I or the local market comes largely from Idaho, 
Colorado, California, Oregon and . Washington. California, Colorado 
and Idaho all have peaches on the market at the same time Utah's crop 
comes on, and they sell in the same territory. While normally not 
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many of the peaches from California come into Utah during the Utah 
peach season they are here just prior to the Utah crop and they give 
chief competition in Nevada. Idaho peaches compete with Utah peaches 
in the Upper Snak~ River Valley of Idaho and in western Wyoming, 
while Colorado peaches are also sent into Wyoming. For apricots and 
cherries the competition is probably not quite so keen as for peaches 
but comes from essentially the same sources. Utah apples must compete 
with apples from Washington, Oregon, Idaho and Colorado. Utah 
apples not only meet competition in Idaho and Wyoming, but, in 
addition, Washington, Oregon and Idaho apples sell on Utah markets. 
Not infrequently apples from the northwest are shipped into Utah and 
sold at much higher prices than Utah apples bring during apple harvest 
time. At the same time Utah apples are shipped to other distant areas. 
The reason for this is largely the differences in variety and in the kind 
of grading and packaging that is done. The Northwest ships only 
apples that are carefully sized, graded and packaged while much of 
the Utah crop is offered for sale without any special sizing, grading 
or packaging. For the post-harvest season Utah is lacking in storage 
facilitIes so can offer but little competition even for the Utah trade. 
The chief competition for Utah potatoes, onions and similar 
crops is from Idaho and Colorado. · This competition is largely for 
Wyoming and Nevada markets but Idaho potatoes are also sold in quan-
tities in Utah. This is partly, at least, because of the reputation that 
Idaho potatoes have for superior quality. During, the past year or two 
Utah growers have succeeded in offering competition for "this better 
trade. The competition for Utah's early potatoes is not so keen. These 
even sell in some of the Idaho potato areas as they come on before the 
Idaho crop. . 
Because of the small urban population and the general prev-
alence of home vegetable gardens the demand for green fresh and 
bunched vegetables is relatively small. Utah producers supply only a 
part of this market even when their produce is in season. The major 
part of the balance probably comes from California, and smaller 
amounts from Texas, Arizona and the Pacific-Northwest. The reason 
for the major part of the shipments from out-of-state during the season 
of Utah's production has to do with the greater · uniformity of stand-
.ards in sizing, grading and packaging, and the assurance of availability 
when desired. With only a .small production in Utah the quality is 
variable and uniform standards of grading or packaging have not 
been set up. Then, too, this trade is largely supplied from California, 
Texas and Arizona during the season when Utah cannot produce. 
Competition in Area II-The Middle West. In general the 
<competition that Utah produce must meet in the western part of area 
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II is from the same sources as in area I, that is, Colorado, Idaho, 
Washington, Oregon, and California. However, the farther east one 
moves the more the competition develops from local areas and also 
from the lake states and the east generally. 
Colorado peaches dominate the market of the western plains area 
with some peaches also from Idaho, Washington and California. In 
the eastern part of this area peaches also move in from Arkansas, 
Illinois, and Michigan. The fresh apricot market in this section is 
largely supplied from Washington and California. Cherries come 
largely from Washington with some also from Oregon, Idaho and 
Colorado and, in the eastern part, from Michigan. 
Washington, Oregon, Idaho, and Colorado largely dom.inate the 
apple market with local production coming into prominence in the 
eastern part and also apples from the lake states and eastward moving 
into the Mississippi River area. 
Several local states are important in supplying potatoes. These 
include Minnesota, Nebraska, Kansas, Colorado and North Dakota. 
From outside the ~rea Idaho is most important in supplying potatoes. 
Wyoming and Oregon also provide some. In earlier years Utah had 
a good market for early potatoes in the middle and southern plain areas, 
but increased local production during the past few years has provid-
ed such strong competition that that outlet is being restricted. A few 
local states also produce large quantities of onions, notably Texas, 
Minnesota, and Colorado. From outside the area, Idaho and Oregon 
provide a considerable quantity from the west while some onions from 
the lake states probably move into the eastern part of the area. 
Some miscellaneous vegetables such as cabbage and celery are 
sent from Utah to this market area. In the aggregate these are not of 
great importance. They tend to be marketed in the southern part of 
the plains area and must compete with produce from California, 
Colorado, and other points. 
Competition in Area III-The California Market. The ma-
jor competition for nearly all products in the California markets is 
provided by' California itself. The main commodities sent to this 
market are potatoes, onions, peaches, and apples, and these go 
largely to Los Angeles. Aside from California produce which is im-
portant for each of these commodities, there is also competition with 
produce from Oregon, Washington and Idaho. Idaho is most important 
in providing potatoes and onions, while Washington and Oregon 
dominate in peaches and apples. 
Competition in Area IV-The Eastern Market. The indus-
trial east is the great deficit food producing section of the United States 
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and hence any produce going into this market must compete with 
produce from essentially every surplus producing area in the nation. 
However, the northeast is also an important producing area for nearly 
all fruits and vegetables. Of the states outside the area California 
supplies a large number of carloads of carrots, peas, and cantaloupes. 
Colorado is also fairly important for cantaloupes, peas, carrots, and 
onions, and Idaho for peas and onions. Texas also supplies consider-
able quantities of vegetables. Washington is most important in 
apricots and cherries, and Oregon and Idaho also send considerable 
quantities of cherries. 
Transportation Costs 
The marketing of a'ny commodity is vitally influenced by the transpor-
tation costs from the point of origin to the final destination. This is 
particularly true of bulky and perishable products such as fresh fruits 
and vegetables. In addition to bulkiness and perishability, transpor-
tation costs are influenced by distance, transportation facilities, and an 
element often referred to as "what the traffic will bear." That is, the 
costs must not be too high or no produce will move, and on the other 
hand the transportation agencies can not move it at less than actual 
cost, but strive to make the largest possible profit from the business. 
In general, adequate railroad and truck facilities are available 
to transport all Utah fruits and vegetables. However, the distances 
to most of the large national markets of the eastern seaboard are so 
great that total costs are relatively high, so high in fact that little 
produce moves from Utah to those markets. The distances to the Pacific 
Coast markets are less and hence those markets are much more favorable 
for Utah producers so far as transportation costs are concerned. 
From data furnished by representatives of the railroads the 
approximate rates for shipping several commodities to selected mar-
kets in various sections of the country are shown in table 13. Because 
of differences in the minimum weights per carload for which quotations 
were given all these data are not strictly comparable. An attempt was 
made to make the rates for the same commodity as nearly comparable 
as possible. The comparability between commodities had to be largely 
ignored. An example of the problem of comparability is shown in the 
rates quoted for peaches to New York City. The rates were $2.15, 
$1.82, $1.63, $1.50, and $1.42 per hundredweight for minimum weights 
of 20,000, 24,000, 27,500, 34,000 and 36,000 pounds, respectively. 
For most cities quotations were not given for all weights. Actually 
most peaches loaded in full cars out of Utah contain 528 bushel baskets 
or approximately 30,000 pounds, so the rates actually paid are usually 
somewhat less than those shown for peaches in table 13. The rates 
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shown for the ather commodities are probably more nearly those 
actually paid. 
Table 13. Freight rates from Utah to various markets for selected commodities· 
Rate per 100 pounds-freight only 
From Utah to 
New York City 
P~il~delp?ia ... _ ....... . 
Cmcmnatl ............... . 
New Orleans ............. . 
Chicago ..................... . 
St. Louis ................... . 
Oklahoma City ....... . 
Kansas City, Mo .... . 
Denver ....................... . 
Los Angeles ............... . 
Peachest Potatoes 
dollars 
2.15 
2.11 
1.64 
1.50* 
1.23 
1.10 
1.08 
.85 
.65 
.5511 
dollars 
1.07 
1.05 
.86 
.86 
.74 
.68 
.60 
.55 
.46 
.56 
Peas, tomatoes 
Onions and celery Cantaloupes Cabbage 
dollars dollars dollars dollars 
1.37 1.58 1.42 1.37 
1.35 1.55 1.39 1.33 
1.02 1.24 1.17 1.05 
.86 1.05 .99 .99 
.84 .91 .84 .84 
.78 .84 .78 .78 
.60 .76 .76 .76 
.55§ .77 .71 .71 
.46 .59 .59 .59 
.55 .55 .55 .55 
pounds pounds pounds pounds pounds pounds 
Minimum weight 
except as noted .... 20,000 30,OOOU 24,000 24,123 24,123 24,123 
*From data supplied by the local officials of the various western railroads in 
the summer of 1941. Even at that time they could not be considered as the 
official tariffs. Furthermore they were subject to change without notice. Hence they 
should now be considered as relative and approximations. 
tThe same rates are generally applicable to other deciduous fruits except 
plums and prunes. 
tMinimum weight 24,000 lbs. 
§Minimum weight 30,000 lbs. 
IIMinimum weight 26,000 lbs. 
UMinimum weight 30,000 lbs. during summer months, remainder of year 
36,000 lbs. 
The highest rates for all commodities are those to New York City 
and the lowest are either Denver or Los Angeles. Between these the 
rates are somewhat, though not exactly, proportional to distance. Only 
the more valuable products are shipped to the most distant markets. 
Approximately comparable "data showing the relative freight rates 
for peaches from several points of origin in the western states to 
common destinations are shown in table 14. To cities east of Chicago 
the ra!es are generally the same from the several points of origin. 
To Chicago and intermediate points there tends to be a fi xed differ-
ential, with the rates from Cedar City 10 cents more and the rates 
froln Grand Junction, Colorado, 10 cents less than from Salt Lake City. 
The rates from California and Washington are higher than from Salt 
Lake City to most midwestern markets and those from Payette, Idaho, 
about the same. 
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Table 14. Comparison of freight rates from, Salt Lake City with rates from 
competing areas for shipping peaches to selected markets* 
Rate per 100 pounds from 
Destination Grand 
Salt Lake Cedar City Payette Wenatchee Stockt'on Junction 
City, Utah , Utah Idaho Washington Calif. Colorado 
New York City ....... . 
P~il~delp~ia ............. . 
Cmcmnatl ................. . 
New Orleans ........... . 
Chicago ..................... . 
St. Louis ................... . 
Kansas City ............. . 
Oklahoma City ....... . 
Denver ....................... _ 
Los Angeles ............. . 
dollars 
1.63t 
1.63t 
1.63t 
1.5Ot 
1.23* 
1. lOt 
.85t 
1.25t 
.65t 
.5511 
*See footnote * table 13. 
dollars 
1.73t 
1.63t 
1.63t 
1.60§ 
1.33§ 
1.20§ 
.95§ 
1.35t 
.75t 
.5511 
t27,500 pounds minimum weight. 
t20,OOO pounds minimum weight. 
§24,OOO pounds minimum weight. 
1126,000 pounds minimum weight. 
IT30,OOO pounds minimum weight. 
dollars 
1.63t 
1.63t 
1.63t 
1.SO§ 
1.23§ 
1.10§ 
.90§ 
1.25§ 
.84§ 
.7711 
dollars 
1.63t 
1.63t 
1.63t 
1.50l1 
1.5011 
.1371 
1.181 1.44 
1.101 
dollars 
1.63t 
1.63t 
1.63t 
1.501 
1.501 
1.5Oj 
1.401 
1.35 
1.101 
.32 IT 
dollars 
1.63t 
1.63t 
1.63t 
1.4lt 
1.13t 
LOOt 
.75t 
LISt 
.45t 
1.14§ 
Dat?- showing freight rates for potatoes similar to those shown 
for peaches are given in table 15. In general the rates for potatoes 
from the different points of origin bear about the same relationship 
to each other as do those for peaches, with the exception that they are 
not uniform for the far eastern markets. Between some of the points of 
Table 15. Comparison of freight rales from Salt Lake City with rates from 
competing areas for shipping potatoes to selected markets * 
Destination 
New York City .... _ .. . 
P~il~delp~ia ........... . 
Cmcmnatl ...... ........... . 
New Orleans .......... . . 
Chicago .... ............... . 
St. Louis ................... . 
Kansas City ............. . 
Oklahoma City ....... . 
Denver ....................... . 
Los Angeles ............. . 
Rate per 100 pounds from! 
Grand 
Salt Lake Cedar City Payette Wenatchee Stockton Junction 
City, Utah tah Idaho Washington Calif. Colorado 
dollars 
1.07 
LOS 
.86 
.86 
.74 
.68 
.55 
.60 
.46 
.56 
dollars 
1.12112 
1.101h 
.91 % 
.97:Y2 
.79 
.73 
.59 
.65112 
.57 
.30 
dollars 
1.10~ 
1.08~ 
.89~ 
.96 
.77 
.71 
.57 
.63 
.48 
.48 
dollars 
1.23 
1.23 
1.00 
.92 
.87 
.81 
.67 
.79 
.65 
dollars 
1.28 
1.28 
1.25 
.86 
.92 
.86 
.75 
.75 
.70 
.20 
dollars 
LOU 
.99t 
.8U 
.67lht 
.61lht 
.48 
.53t 
.25t 
.71t 
:;, See footnote * table 13. 
tMinimum weight of 30,000 pounds except as noted. 
tMinimum weight of 36,000 pounds. 
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origin there is a more or less fixed differential but it tends to be less 
constant than for peaches. 
Some students of western freight rate problems are in favor of 
a system of fixed differentials for application to the western states 
with more or less complete elimination of distance as a factor4 • 
With such a system Utah shippers would enjoy an advantage over 
California in shipping to the far eastern markets. However, from what 
information is available regarding this most complicated subject one 
cannot but draw the conclusion that while the cost of shipping fresh 
fruits and vegetables to distant markets is high, the rates, with a few 
exceptions, are not particularly out of line with those from other 
areas in the western states. The rates prevailing from western states 
are essentially in line with those in other regions. 
Freight charges are not the . only costs incurred in transporting 
fresh fruits and vegetables. Nearly all such products . shipped from 
Utah must have refrigeration, which may cost $100 or even more per 
car for cars sent to the eastern seaboard. In addition there may be, 
and at times are, costs for re-routing cars and for demurrage. These 
usually are not so important. The cost per hundredweight and per 
bushel of peaches for freight and refrigeration to the various markets 
are shown in table 16. These are based on a minimum car weight of 
Table 16. Total costs 0/ shipping peaches from Utah to various markets· 
Destination 
Minimum Freight cost Refrigeration Total freight Total Cost per 
weight per car of charges per and refrig- cost per • 
per car minimum wt. car (standard) eration cwt. bushelt 
pounds 
New York City .......... 20,000 
Philadelphia ......... ~ ... 20,000 
Cincinnati .................. 20,000 
New OTleans .............. 24,000 
Chicago ............... _....... 20,000 
St. :I .. ouis ....... _ ........... 20',000 
Kansas City ................ 20',000 
Oklahoma City .......... 20',000 . 
Denver ........................ 20',000 
Los Angeles ................ 26,000 
* See footnote * table 13. 
dollars 
430' 
422 
328 
360' 
246 
220' 
170' 
216 
130 
143 
dollars 
82.50' 
82.50 
72.50 
72.50 
65.00 
65.00 
60'.00 
60'.0'0' 
5-2-.50' 
57.50' 
dollars 
512.50 
50'4.50' 
400.50 
432:50 
311.00 
285.00 
230.00 
276.00 
182.50 
200.50' 
tBased on gross weight of 55 pounds per bushel. 
dollars 
2.56 
2.52 
2.00 
1.80 
1.56 
1.42 
1.15 
1.38 
.91 
.77 
dollars 
1.41 
1.39 
1.10' 
.99 
.85 
.78 
.63 
.50' 
.50' 
.42 
20,000 pounds and standard refrigeration. Extra refrigeration costs 
are frequently incurred. The total costs vary from $.42 per bushel 
to Los Angeles to $1.41 to New York City. Normally not many peaches 
are shipped to markets with freight and refrigeration costs in excess 
4See Prickett, H. W., After victory. U'tah St. Dept. Publ. and Ind. Dev., pt. 4, 
sec. II, June 1943. 
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of 75 or 80 cents. This means that not many cross the Mississippi 
·River. 
A comparison of the costs per bushel shown in table 16 with the 
amounts actually paid in 1941 shows but little differences for four 
markets. The actual total freight and refrigeration costs for a sample 
of the cars of peaches shipped from Orem, Utah, to New Orleans, 
Kansas. City, Denver, and Los Angeles were $1.03, $.67, $.54, and $.42 
per bushel as compared with $.99, $.63, $.50 and $.42, respectively. 
All of these cars were loaded with 528 bushels and the freight cost per 
bushel was slightly less than in table 16 but the extra icing and other 
costs made up the difference. The refrigeration and miscellaneous 
charges varied from car to car to the same market. 
Volume of Produce Shipped from Utah Stations 
In 1940, the t~tal carlot shipments of 18 fruits and vegetables from 
Utah stations were 2,391 cars (table 17). These 18 commodities are 
essentially all the fruits and vegetables shipped in carlots. In 1938, 
the total of these same commodities was 3,738 cars, while in 1937, 
2,792 cars, and in 1939, 2,827 cars were shipped. These figures do 
not include any truck nor less than carlot shipments. Movements by 
truck are not included because statistics on these movements are not 
available. However, it is known that truck movements have been 
increasing in importance each year. The inclusion of truck movements, 
however, would likely not change the relative importance of Utah's 
contribution of these products to the national total, since truck move-
ments are important in practically all fruit and vegetable producing 
areas. 
Table 17. Carlot shipments of fruits and vegetables for Utah and the 
United States for various periods * 
Year and item 
Carlot shipments from Utah: 
1937 .. .................................. No. cars 
1938 ...... .............................. No. cars 
1939 .................................... No. cars 
1940 ............ : ....................... No. cars 
Average for 4 years .......... No. cars 
Percentage of 4 year 
average ...................... Percent 
U. S. shipments 
for 1940 .................... No. cars 
Percentage Utah shipments 
are of U. S ............... Percent 
*Source: Tables 18 and 19. 
Fruits 
126 
900 
614 
531 
543 
18.5 
93,776 
.57 
Vegetables 
2,666 
2,838 
2,213 
1,816 
2,394 
81.5 
347,141 
.52 
Total 
2,792 
3,738 
2,827 
2,391 
2,937 
100 
4M>,917 
.54 
A few of these cars would be unloaded at towns or cities in Utah, 
but nearly all of them were shipped out of the state. For all practical 
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purposes, they can be considered as the number of cars shipped by 
rail from the state. 
Of the total vegetables listed, potatoes and onions are the most 
important, making up about two-thirds of the vegetables shipped from 
the state (table 18). The number of cars that were shipped of the same 
commodities varied considerably during the four year period. In some 
cases it was because of weather conditions, while in others it probably 
was the result of variations in plantings. The cabbage shipments de-
clined from 270 cars in 1937 to 71 cars in 1938. 
Table 18. Carlot shipment of vegetables in Utah and United States 1937-40 * 
Carlot shipments from Utah U . s. Percentage 
Commodity Average Percentage shipments Utah is of 
1937 1938 1939 1940 4 years of 4 year 1940 U. S. for 
average 1940 
no. no. no. no. no. pet. no. pet. 
Asparagus 
----
I 5 1.5 .1 2,929 .17 
Cabbage __ ____ ___ 270 71 218 61 155 6.5 19,524 .31 
Cantaloupes 281 298 232 542 338 14.1 11,611 4.51 
Mixed melons 1 7 15 19 10.5 .4 1,112 1.71 
Carrots .------_. 2 1 4 34 10 .4, 13,162 .26 
Celery --- -_._--_ . 33 2 1 5 10 .4 19,975 .03 
Mixed 
vegetables 15 17 14 11 14 .6 23,844 .05 
Onions 
----------. 
84-5 732 574 423 644 16.9 24,096 1.76 
Peas 
---.- -- -- -- -- -. 
III 225 225 116 170 7.1 6,263 1.85 
Potatoes 
----- .... 
892 1,332 782 562 892 37.3 202,378 .28 
Tomatoes ______ 216 153 147 82 149 6.2 22,247 .37 
Totalt _____ 2,666 2,838 2,213 1,860 2,394 100.0 347,141 .54 
*Source: Annual reports of "Carlot shipments of fruits and vegetables from 
stations in the United States" by U. S. Bureau of Agricultural Economics. 
tThis makes up practically all of the carlot shipments of vegetables from 
stations in Utah. Boat shipments are included but not truck or L.c.L. shipments. 
Total shipments of vegetables from Utah in 1940 were 0.54 per-
cent of total United States shipments of the same commodities. However, 
the shipments from Utah for 1940 were about one-third less than for 
the average 1937-1940. 
For the period 1937 to 1940 carlot shipments of peaches, apples, 
and cherries constituted 73 percent of the total shipments of fruit from 
the state (table 19) . 
The total carlot shipments of fruit from Utah in 1940 represented 
only 0.57 percent of the total United States shipments of the same 
kinds of fruit. In relation to the total shipments, the amount shipped 
from Utah is relatively unimportant. However, for certain commodi-
ties, Utah shipments are more important. In 1940 Utah shipped 5.41 
percent of the cherries, 4.45 percent of the apricots, but only 0.07 
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percent of the apples of the total United States shipments. Weather is 
the major factor causing variation in yearly shipments. 
Table 19. Carlot shipments of fresh fmits in Utah and United States, 1937·40* 
Commodity 
1937 
no. 
Apples 40 
Apricots ........ 6 
Cherries ........ 54 
Mixed fruit .. 4 
Peaches ...... .. 19 
Pears ......... ... 1 
Plums 
and prunes 2 
Totalt ... 126 
Carlot shipments for Utah 
1938 
no. 
263 
60 
89 
29 
426 
29 
4 
900 
Average 
1939 1940 4 years 
no. no. 
116 33 
65 50 
48 98 
31 27 
321 292 
30 27 
3 4 
614 531 
no. 
113 
45 
72 
23 
265 
222 
3 
54,3 
U. S. Percentage 
Percentage shipments Utah is of 
of 4 year 1940 U. S. for 
average 1940 
pet. 
20.8_ 
8.3 
13.3 
4.2 
48.8 
4.0 
.6 
100.0 
no. 
46,192 
1,124 
1,812 
1,823 
20,308 
15,519 
6,998 
93,776 
pet. 
.07 
4.45 
5.41 
1.48 
1.44 
.17 
.06 
.57 
*Source: Annual reports of " Carlot shipments of fruits and vegetables from 
stations in the United States" by U. S. Bureau of Agricultural Economics. 
tThis makes up practically all of the carlot shipments of fruits from stations 
in U'tah. Boat shipments are included but not truck or L.C.L. shipments. 
Destination of Car lot Shipments from Utah 
From statistics compiled and published by the U. S. Agricultural 
Marketing Service, it is possible to ascertain the final destination of 
a part of the carloads of fruits and vegetables shipped from any state. 
The carlot unloads of fresh fruit and vegetables in 21 cities that 
originated in Utah during 1940 are given in tables 20 and 21. Nearly 
three-fourths of all Utah shipments were unloaded in these 21 markets. 
However, there was a large variation in the proportion of the different 
commoditities accounted for. Only about half or less of the peaches, 
cherries, and tomatoes are accounted for while more than 90 percent of 
the cantaloupe, onion, and green pea shipments are included. It is 
probably significant that a much larger part of the total shipments 
of those products that were sent to far eastern markets is accounted 
for in the unloads at these selected cities than is the case for , peaches 
and potatoes that stayed close at home. This means that probably the 
final destination of the other 28 percent of the cars shipped was m.arkets 
west of the Mississippi River. 
Los Angeles with 555 cars was the most important single market. 
Potatoes, onions, and peaches made up almost the entire shipments. 
New York City received the next largest number of cars-349. Of 
these 244 were cantaloupes, 49 green peas, and 37 onions. These 3 
commodities made up 95 percent of the total cars. Chicago with 133 
cars was the next most important outlet and Pittsburgh was fourth 
with 109 cars. 
MARKETING FRUITS AND VEG~TABLES 43 
Table 20. Carlot unloads of fresh fruits from Utah in selected cities, 194()· 
City 
Boston, Mass. __ _______ _____ __ __ ____ __ ___ __ _ 
New York City, N. Y. ___ __ ____ ____ __ _ 
Philadelphia, Pa. ___ _________ ___ _____ _ _ 
Pittsburg, Pa. ___ ____ ___ _____ ___ ___ ___ _____ _ 
Baltimore, Md. ____ ____ ____ __ ______ ___ ___ _ 
Washington, D. C. _______ ____________ _ 
Atlanta, Ga. ___ ___ _____ ___ __ ______ __ __ ___ __ _ 
Cleveland, Ohio _____ __ __ ____ __ ___ ___ __ _ 
Cincinnati, Ohio ___ _____ _____ ______ ____ _ 
Detroit, Mich. _______ ___ ___ ___ ___ ____ ____ _ 
~:~a5~ie!~~, i~~- - : ::: : : : =:: : : :::: : : ::: :: 
St. Paul, Minn. ______ ___ ____ ____________ _ 
Minneapolis, Minn. ___ ___________ _____ _ 
St. 'Louis, Mo. ____ ______ ___________ ______ _ 
Kansas City, Mo. _____ ________ ____ ____ _ 
Oklahoma City, Okla. ___ ___ _______ __ _ 
Dallas, Tex. _______ __ ___ _______ ____ __ _____ ___ _ 
Ft. Worth, Tex: ___________ _____ ___ _____ -----
Denver, Colo. ____ __ ______ ____ __ ___ ___ ___ __ _ 
Los Angeles, Calif. __ __________ __ ____ ___ _ 
Totals __________ ________ ___ __ ___ __ ___ ____ _ 
Percent of shipments 
accounted for: __ _________ ____ __ _ 
Apricots Cherries Mixed fruit Peaches Total 
No. of No. of No. of No. of No. of 
cars cars cars cars cars 
1 
2 
1 
5 
1 
2 
2 
1 
3 
1 
1 
3 
23 
46 
1 
1 
3 
1 
3 
1 
2 
4 
7 
8 
7 
1 
3 
8 
50 
51 
1 
2 
1 
2 
6 
23 
3 
1 
4 
8 
7 
11 
1 
21 
73 
129 
44 
1 
3 
2 
9 
2 
5 
2 
5 
3 
8 
17 
18 
20 
2 
27 
84 
208 
*So~rce: "Annual summaries of carlot unloads of fruits and vegetables in 
various markets 1940." U. S. Agricultural Marketing Service. 
Of the entire 21,633 carloads of fruits and vegetables shipped 
from Utah, the destination of which is known, 52 percent went into 
area IV, 31 percent to area III, and only 17 percent to area II (table 
22). While not shown it is known that few cars are unloaded in area I. 
However, this is probably not an entirely fair picture of the situation. 
It is likely that a large proportion of the 670 cars of unknown des-
tination were unloaded in area II. Also while practically no produce 
would be trucked to area IV a great deal was trucked into area II in 
1940. Thus area IV is made to appear more important than it really 
is as a market for Utah products while area II is made to appear less 
important. There probably were some cars unaccounted for that were 
shipped to the California market and also a few cars that were unload-
ed in area I , the home market. However, most of the produce is t rucked 
and not shipped by rail within the home market area. Also consider-
able produce is trucked to the California market as well as into the 
middle west and to various parts of the local market. 
The distribution of a few cOm)modities, particularly cantaloupes, 
apricots, carrots, and green peas tended to be concentrated in the far 
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Table 21. Carlot unloads 0/ vegetables from Utah in selected cities, 1900 
City Cantaloupes Carrots Mixed Onions Green Potatoes Tomatoes Total 
vegetables peas 
No. 0/ No. 0/ No. 0/ No. of No. 0/ No. 0/ No. 0/ No. 0/ 
CllfS cars cars cars cars cars cars cars 
Boston 55 5 6 3 69 
New York ...... 244 9 2 37 49 3 344 
Philadelphia .. 58 5 6 15 4 88 
Pittsburg ........ 69 1 14 10 1 3 98 
Baltimore ... _-- .. 12 18 5 35 
Washington _._. 2 12 14 
Atlanta 
---- .--- ---- 4 2 6 
Cleveland ........ 3 3 3 9 
Cincinnati ... __ ..... 7 1 18 1 1 28 
Detroit 
-------- ----
4 1 7 2 14 
Chicago 42 4 2 52 9 19 128 
New Orleans .. 1 8 5 7 21 
St. Paul .......... 
Minneapolis .. __ 1 4 5 
St. Louis ........ 4 1 2 28 2 14 51 
Kansas City .... 6 38 1 45 
Oklahoma City 5 11 12 28 
Dallas _ ............. 1 19 1 21 
Ft. Worth .. -.. _-. 1 2 3 
Denver 2 5 7 
Los Angeles .... 166 9 266 441 
Totals ............ 502 22 6 395 III 378 41 1455 
Percent of 
shipments 
accounted for 93 65 55 93 96 67 SO -
. eastern markets; that is, east of Chicago. Cherry markets tended to 
concentrate in the middle west and north central plains area. Sales of 
peaches and potatoes tended to occur west of the Mississippi River, and 
in area II there was some tendency for the sales of potatoes to bear 
southward. They were important also in the California market. Onions 
had the most universal distribution of all, as some of theni went to nearly 
every market. Tomatoes were divided between the far eastern and the 
southwestern markets. 
Data are not available showing the distribution of all Utah-grown 
produce in these market areas. However, in addition to the reports 
of carlot unloads by the U. S. Marketing Service, the account of sales 
of the major marketing organizations, and records of the State Peach 
Control Board, show the detailed distribution of most of the 1941 
peach crop (table 23). 
Of the total of 205,093 bushels of peaches shipped out of the 
state, the destination of which is known, 52.5 percent went into market 
area II, largely Kansas, Colorado, and Nebraska; 40.2 percent went 
into market area I, outside of Utah. These went mostly to south-
eastern Idaho and Wyoming. Seven and one-tenth percent went into 
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Table 22. Carlot unloads of fruits and vegetables from Utah by areas, 1940* 
Carlot unloads Percentage unloads 
Commodity Total Area II III IV Area II III IV 
no. no. no. no. pet. pet. pet. 
Fruits 
Apricots .............. .. 23 5 3 15 22 13 65 
Cherries .................. 50 32 8 10 64 16 20 
Peaches .................. 129 53 73 3 41 57 2 
Mixed fruit ............. 6 5 0 1 83 0 17 
--------------------------------------------
Total fruit ................... 208 95 84 29 46 40 14 
Vegetables 
Cantaloupes 502 6 0 496 1 0 99 
Carrots .................... 22 1 0 21 5 0 95 
Mixed vegetables ... 6 2 0 4 33 0 67 
Onions ................. ..... 395 53 166 176 13 42 45 
Green peas ............. III 2 9 100 2 8 90 
Potatoes .................. 378 89 266 23 23 71 6 
Tomatoes ................ In 28 0 13 68 0 32 
Total vegetables ....... 1455 181 441 833 13 30 57 
Total fruits and 
vegetablest ............. 1663 276 525 862 17 31 52 
*Source: Tables 20 and 2l. 
tOther unloads include 4 apples at Oklahoma City, and 25 at Los Angeles. 
I asparagus at Detroit and 2 at Minneapolis; cabbage, 1 each · Denver and Kansas 
City, and 4 at Los Angeles. Mixed melons, 2 each New York City· and Pittsburgh, 
and 1 at Philadelphia; celery, 1 at Oklahoma City and 3 at Kansas City; pears, 
7 cars at Denver, and 1 at Los Angeles, and 1 car of plums and prunes at Denver. 
market area III or California, and practically none went into area IV. 
Thus at present the important markets for Utah peaches are southern 
Idaho and eastward including the western part of the plains states. 
Of the total peaches shipped out with known destination, 59 per· 
cent originated in Utah County, 17 percent in Box Elder County, 12 
percent in Washington County, 6 percent in Weber County, and 6 
percent in Salt Lake and Davis Counties. 
Because of geographic location, the major portion of the peaches 
going into certain market areas originate in certain counties. Thus 
69 percent of the peaches that went into Idaho originated in Box Elder 
County, while 82 percent of those that went into Arizona came from 
Washington County. Utah County furnished about 60 percent of all 
peaches. . .. 
Because the Washington County crop is ready for harvest at least 
two weeks in advance of the northern Utah crop, and also in advance 
of the Colorado crop, the distribution of Washington County peaches 
is probably wider than it otherwise would be. 
Trucks moved 63 percent of these peaches from the state. The 
closer the haul, the higher the proportion moved by trucks. The range 
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Table 23. Distribution of Utah peaches out 0/ state by co,unty of origin, 1941 
Percent County of origin in percent of area totals Percent 
Total of total Salt Lake delivered State and area bushels hushels Washington Utah and Davis Weber- Bo.x Elder hy truck 
Idaho ................. 38,489 18.8 1 10 14 6 69 100 Montana ___ .. _ ...... _ 5,386 2.6 21 30 17 32 87 
Wyoming 31,598 15.4 8 56 14 15 7 92 
New Mexico ..... 271 .1 92 8 100 
Arizona ... _ ... _ ...... _ 3,326 1.6 82 18 100 
Nevada ....... _. _. _ .. _ 3,553 1.7 83 12 5 100 
Tota l area I .. _ 82,623 40.2 10 ,29 14 10 37 96 
Colora,lo ._ ... _ ...... _ 26,784 13.1 29 65 4 2 43 
North Dakota ... 470 .2 50 SO loo 
South Dakota ... 2,056 1.0 82 9 9 55 
Minnesota .......... 1,056 .5 100 00 
Iowa ..... ............ _-.. 528 .3 100 00 
Nehraska ... _------ 45,119 22.D< 16 73 3 8 58 
Kansas 16,779 8.2 2 95 1 2 25 
Missouri ...... __ ._ .. _ 3,418 1.7 100 7 
Oklahoma .... _---- .. 528 .3 100 00 
Arkansas .... _---_ .. _- 528 .3 100 00 
Texas ..... --_.--._._ .. - 7,676 3.7 100 17 
Louisiana " '_"'_'_' 2,640 1.2 100 00 
Tottli area II . 107,582 52.5 14 77 4 5 42 
California 
---------
14,515 7.1 95 4 1 18 
Total area III 14,515 7.1 95 4 1 18 
Other 
---- .... _---."---.- 373 .2 75 25 100 
Grand total .... _ .. 205,093 100.0 12 59 6 6 17 63, 
was from 96 percent of those distributed in area I to only 18 percent in 
area III. They moved 100 percent of the peaches into several states. 
Through the cooperation of several marketing agencies, the dis-
tribution of 1,517,585 pounds of sweet cherries in 1941 is also known. 
Nearly but not quite all of these cherries were shipped out by rail 
and in carlots. The only ones shipped by truck out of the state were 
50,020 pounds that were sent to California. By far the most important 
cherry market was in area II (the plains region) which took 75 per-
cent of the total (table 24). The most important state was Minnesota 
in which 25 percent of the total cherries was unloaded. Iowa, with 
19 percent, was the ne'xt most important state. The next most important 
outlet was in area IV which took 20 percent of the total. Chicago was 
the most important single outlet in this area. No doubt many rnore 
cherries were sold in area I, where they would be distributed largely 
by truck but were not handled through a formal marketing organiza-
tion. While the data shown in table 24 do not include cherries handled 
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by all formal marketing organizations, they do include the majority 
of them. 
Table 24. Distribution 0/ sweet cherries handled by selected marketing agencies, 
1941* 
Percent Percent 
Pounds of total Pounds of total 
Area and state distributed pounds Area and state distributed pounds 
Area I Area III 
Utah 300 California .... :. 50,020 3.3 Arizona 21,000 1.4 
Area total 21,300 1.4 Area total 50,020 3.3 
Area II 
Colorado .. ...... 21,210 1.4 Area IV 
North Dakota 64,974 4.3 Illinois 169,757 11.2 South Dakota 19,890 1.3 Ohio 34,073 2.3 Minnesota __ a. 379,193 25.0 --------------
Iowa 
-- ---------_.-
286,737 18.9 Michigan ------ 24,720 1.6 
Nebraska ____ a. 79,320 5.2 Wisconsin _._. 40,432 2.7 
Missouri 
_.------
164,034 10.8 Washington, D. C. 38,428 2.5 Kansas 
---- ------
41,153 2.7 
---Texas 61,029 4.0 Area total 307,410 20.3 Louisiana ....... 21,315 1.4 
Area total 1,138,855 75. Grand total .. 1,517,585 100.0 
*Source: shippers of Utah cherries. 
In the northeastern part of area II, cherries are in great demand 
for home canning as well as for fresh consumption. In other areas, 
however, they are not usually canned by the housewives, and the only 
demand is for fresh consumption. These differences in consumption 
habits affect not only the quantity of cherries that can be sold, but 
also the quality demanded, the kind or size of package, and the type 
of packing desired. 
These data on distribution agree with the {lata previously given on 
the carlot unloads of cherries taken from the Agricultural Marketing 
Service statistics. 
Detailed data are not available on the volume or the destination 
of products other than peaches that are truck~d out of the state. How-
ever, it is known that normally trucks move considerable quantities 
of 'potatoes, pears, onions, apricots, and -~ome other commodities. from 
the state. Many early potatoes are trucked into southern Idaho and 
Wyoming, while quantities of the 'late crop are moved by trucks to the . 
Phoenix, Arizona, and the southern ' Californi<!r markets. A considerable' 
variety of fruits, including berries, and vegetables of .all kinds in-' 
eluding green bunched varieties go to the in~rkets ·. of the . adjacent 
states during certain seasons of the year: These go largely into area 
I. Considerable quantities of raspberries also have been ~bved to 
Denver and to Los Angeles the past few years.~ ' . 
Fig. 11. Picking 
quality cherries 
in Utah 
Some of the trucking of -Utah fruits into the middle west, par-
ticularly, is done in conjunction with the trucking of corn or other 
commodities into Utah. ot infrequently corn has been brought in 
from ebraska and peach~s or pears hauled back. Apparently a back 
haul ha not been so common from some of the closer areas, though 
some hauling of livestock from Wyoming and southern Idaho has 
furnished a paying cargo one wa while fruit has been hauled the other 
way. 
Packaging 
Of the total of 128,750 bushels of peaches trucked out of the tate 
in 1941, 67.5 percent was packed in! bushel baskets, 24.7 percent went 
as--bulk -shipments, and 7.8 percent was packed in crates and lugs 
(table 25). There was considerable variation in the proportions of 
each kind of pack that went to different states. In general, bulk haul-
ing was most important where the peaches were transported considerable 
distances, though this was not always the case. All of the adjacent 
MARKETING· FRUITS AND VEGETABLES 49 
Table 25. Kind of package used for Utah peaches . trucked to various staltes, 1941 
Bushel equivalent in Percent of total bushels 
Destination Baskets Bulk Boxes· Baskets Bulk Boxes· . 
Idaho .. .. .... ..................... 36,2tW 932 1,317 94.2 2.4 3.4 
Montana .. .. ............ ..... .. 3,501 1,201 74.5 25.5 
Wyoming ....... _- -.. .. .. . 21,335 3,965 3,658 73.7 13.7 12.6 
Colorado 3,526 7,267 703 30.7 63.2 6.1 
Sou th Dakota 884 225 23 78.1 19.9 2.0 
North Dakota .... 42 428 8.9 91.1 
Nebraska 
--- -----._ .. - 13,596 12,301 211 52.1 47.1 .8 
Kansas 
----- ------ -----
284 3,835 6.9 93.1 
Missouri -- _._ .. _---- -- . 250 100.0 
Texas 
--- ---- -- ---_ ... --. 1,3tW 100.0' 
New Mexico ...... 250 21 92.3 7.7 
Arizona 
--.-- ------ -- -
1,839 1,487 55.3 44.7 
Nevada 
-----_ . . .. -.. -----
2,777 267 509 78.2 7.5 14.3 
California 
-- -------. 
2,W4 1,759 57.7 42.3 
Other 
-. _.---------."--- 212 161 56.8 43.2 
Total 
-- ---- -----.-- ----
86,890 31,869 9,991 67.5 24.7 7.8 
*Largely crates and lugs. 
states, except Colorado, received the major part of their peaches in 
bushel baskets, with Idaho receiving 94.2, Wyoming 73.7, Arizona 
55.3, Nevada 78.2, and Colorado 30.7 percent of the total. Apparently 
crates and lugs were used mostly where the peaches were not used 
for '- canning purposes. The proportion of the peaches packed· in each 
kind of container for each county, both for truck and rail shipments 
is sh,Own in table 26. Of the total rail shipments, 96.7 perce:nt was in 
bushel baskets. The balance of 3.3 percent was crates or lugs from 
Utah County. Of those that moved by truck, bulk shipments were 
most important from Utah County and from Washington County with 
40.7 and 26.1 percent, respectively. This kind of movement was least 
important in Salt Lake, Davis and Weber Counties. Packing in crates 
and lugs was most common in Salt Lake and Davis, and Washington 
Counties with 27.5 and 16.4 percent, respect{vely. The kind of package 
used was somewhat· adapted to the location and type of market served. 
percent 0/ totals 
Truck Baskets 57.5 54.1 72.5 89.5 86.0 67.5 
shipments: Bulk 26.1 tW.7 3.0 11.1 24.7 
Boxes 16.4 5.2 27.5 7.5 2.9 7.8 
Rail Baskets 100.0 95.9 100.0' 96.7 
shipments: Bulk 
Boxes 4.1 3.3 
Table 27. Number of cases of fruits , vegetables, and pork and beans packed by Utah canners for period 1935'43* 
Percentage CJl 
Avg. 1943 is of 0 
Kind of produce 1935 1936 1937 1938 1939 1940 1941 1942 1943 1935·39 1935·39 
avg. e 
100 cases percent '":3 > Asparagus 
_._. -- --- -- -------- --. 30 44 63 54 44 35 53 65 12 47 26 ~ 
Beans, lima .................... 6 15 244 446 568 755 907 1,244. 960 256 375 ::> Beans, string ........ , ......... 1,511 1,909 3,185 1,883 2,602 2,001 3,561 2,413 1,841 2,2'18 83 ~ ~ Beets ......... .. ..... .. .............. 187 191 312 174 188 121 435 117 176 2lO 84 n Carrots ............................ 35 83 90 436 82 286 207 469 802 145 553 ~ 
Catsup .............................. 651 1,327 1,148 651 1,529 1,760 1,704. 2,170 1,405 1,061 n2 r; 
Celery ........................ ...... 20 9 6 ~ 
Corn .............................. .. 30 206 450 305 260 405 445 601 198 304 ~ Kraut ..................... ........... 241 3.94 372 452 381 461 846 368 
P eas ......... .. ................ ....... 2,135 11,963 16,949 19,374 10,593 ·12,331 18,308 20,002 25,309 16,046 158 M ~ P eas and carrots ...... .... .. 44 285 254 197 260 395 284 156 ""d 
Pork and beans ..... .. .. ... 401 577 474 559 611 679 285 260 402 65 t-1 ~ Potatoes ............. .. ........... 32 46 5 16 a= Pumpkin 
----- -_ ... _- -- ----- -- --- 109 91 97 58 107 157 250 50 57 92 62 t-1 
Salads, veg . ............. ... .. .... 247 505 505 597 922 670 27 371 z 
Tomatoes ........................ 5,769 8,406 7,665 5,786 7,864 8,111 9,272 9,574 9,000 7,098 127 '":3 
Tomatoes, puree ............ 1,159 2,695 3,714 3,670 2,712 2,351 2.289 2,539 1,556 2,790 56 rJ) '":3 
Tomato juice ... ....... ...... 498 1,386 1,198 831 2,084 2,531 2;729 3,478 3,432 1,200 286 > 
'":3 Tomato sauce ........... .. ... 142 170 265 396 793 392 658 685 661 353 187 0 Tomato paste ... ............... 766 840 z· 
Total veg . .......... .......... 32,110 29,613 36,344 35,894 31,205 34,250 43,368 44,613 46,912 33,033 142 t::O ~ 
t"4 
Apples 
--.-- -- -- --. -- --- -... _._._ -- 83 ~ 
Apricots .. .. ................. ... .. 79 279 217 1,054 1,226 2,369 37 349 540 572 94 '":3 
Cherries ............... .. ......... 137 378 404 948 449 1,312 893 777 1,097 463 237 Z 
Peaches ....... _ ................... • 36 247 110 179 302 349 99 160 114 140 C;.:I 
Prunes .... .... ... ............ ..... 103 ~ 0\ 
Total fruit ... ..... .......... 252 904 621 i ,112 1,854 4,086 1,362 1,225 1,797 1,149 156 
Total fruits and 
vegetables ... _ ....... .... . 32,362 30,517 36,965 38,006 33,059 38,336 44,730 45,838 48,709 34,182 142 
*Data from Utah Canners' Association. 
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PROCESSED FRUITS AND VEGETABLES 
D URING 1943, Utah canners packed 4,691,148 cases of vegetables and pork and beans and 179,743 cases of fruit, or a total of 
4,870,891 cases (table 27). The total pack for 1943 was 51 percent above 
the 1935 pack and 43 percent more than the average for the 1935-39 
period. The pack of vegetables, including pork and beans, increased 
from an average of 3,303,312 cases for the pre-war period to 4,691,148 
cases in 1943, or an increase of 42 percent. During this same period, 
the pack of fruit increased from 114,869 cases to 179,74,3, or an increase 
of 56 percent. 
The major vegetables processed in Utah are tomatoes and tomato 
products, peas and beans. There has been a wide variation in the pack 
of beets, carrots and vegetable salads. Cherries, apricots and peaches 
are the three principal fruits packed in Utah. During recent years there 
has been some increase in the canning of freestone peaches in Calif-
ornia and the Northwest. This increase in the canning of freestone 
peaches has been the result of increase in market demand for this kind 
of canned peach. Prices paid growers in these areas by canning com,. 
panies have also increased and are now more closely related to the 
price paid for the clingstone canning variety. If this trend in demand 
for canned freestone peaches continues, it would be advisable for Utah 
growers and canners to take advantage of this method for marketing 
some Elberta peaches. 
FROZEN FRUIT INDUSTRY 
THE frozen fruit industry in the United States, according to the U. S. Bureau of Agricultural Economics, . increased from 70 million 
pounds in 1936 to 228 million pounds in 1943. In 1942 there were 
1,600,000 pounds of fruit frozen in Utah and in 1943 the amount 
had increased to 9,546,000 pounds. The fruits frozen were apples, 
apricots, cherries, peaches, gooseberries and red raspberries. 
This rapid increase in the frozen fruit industry has partly been 
the result of war demands both from civilians and for military uses. 
Evidently the industry is here to stay. However, the extent of the 
post-war development cannot be determined at this time. The present 
indications are that the frozen fruit industry is going to provide the 
commercial fruit grower with new market outlets which will be to his 
economic advantage. 
BUSINESS ORGANIZATIONS ENGAGED IN MARKETING 
UTAH FRUITS AND VEGETABLES 
ALTHOUGH the total production of fruits and vegetables in Utah is relatively small a great many different methods and agencies are 
used by farmers in disposing of their products. It is quite generally 
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contended that the great variety of marketing practices and large 
number of marketing agencies constitute one of the big weaknesses 
in the marketing of these crqps. A considerable proportion of the 
agencies engaged in marketing handle such a small volume that it is 
impossible to do it efficiently and the lack of standardization of 
methods results in a lack of uniformity . in the . product marketed even 
by the same agencies. 
Marketing Agencies 
The most common types of outlets used by farmers in disposing of 
their products follow, together with a brief description of the way 
they operate. 
Local Buyers. . Some of these are independent and buy on 
their own account. They resell wherever and however they can, but 
most often will ship to out-of-state markets where they use the services 
of commission or brokerage houses to-dispose of the produce for them. 
Other local buyers are employees or agents of larger distributing 
companies usually from out-of-state. Some operate in an area year 
after year essentially the year around by handling a variety of produce. 
Others may operate for a short time only and handle but one product. 
Also some buyers may operate some years and not others. However, 
with a few exceptions they are much alike in the services that they 
perform, and most of them perform essentially no marketing services 
other than to assemble the produce in carlots and start it on its way. 
Most of them do no sorting, grading, packaging, storing, transporting, 
or financing. Some of them do provide the containers for the produce. 
A few local buyers, and they are usually the larger operators, have 
facilities for and perform some services such as sorting, grading, 
washing, packaging, and transporting. Some local buyers also function 
as commission or brokerage houses . 
. Farmers· Cooperatives. Within this category there is con-
siderable variation in the volume of business handled, the facilities 
possessed, and the services performed, and also in the stability and 
soundness, as measured by commonly accepted principles of coopera-
tive endeavor, of the businesses. As a general rule the cooperatives 
perform no more services than do the local buyers. In fact, often they 
merely substitute foi- the local buyer so far as the physical handling 
of crops is concerned-;--Probably most of them .provide somewhat better 
services in obtaining supplies and equipment for members. Most coop-
eratives are organized to handle ·-hut one or, at the most, a few closely 
related, types of products. Thus many actively function but a short time 
each year. Their personnel are but part-time employees. A few coopera-
tives do ~ost of their own selling but most of them turn the produce to 
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commission houses for sale. The cooperatives handling late potato,es and 
celery are generally exceptions to the above statements of services per-
formed. Most of these provide storage, and sort, grade, and package 
the product. 
Itinerant Truckers. As was shown above in the distribution 
of Utah's fruits and vegetables~ a large proportion of some of the 
products was distributed by trucks. While some of the trucks are 
operated by companies engaged in the wholesale distribution of fruits 
and vegetables, probably the major part is operated by individuals 
who make a business of buying produce direct from the grower, then 
trucking it to other parts of the state or to other states and selling 
it to retail stores or directly to consumers. Some of these men are 
residents of local producing areas and some are not. So far as the 
farmer is concerned there is but little difference between the trucker 
and the local buyer. The major difference is that the trucker usually 
collects the produce at the farm and ordinarily provides no supplies 
or containers. Also the local buyer is available to buy at nearly all 
times whereas the producer is never sure when the trucker will be 
available to sell to. While the itinerant truckers usually buy directly 
from growers, they occasionally buy from . local huyers or from 
farmers' cooperatives. 
Processors. These are not an important outlet for most fruits. 
Neither are they for vegetables other than those grown especially for 
processing. The most important fruits that are processed ' are sour 
cherries, apricots and berries. Except for these any processing of 
fruit is definitely a side activity with the processor and a last resort 
outlet for the grower. Because the grower has only considered this 
outlet when other outlets were not available the processor has not 
been able to depend on the availability of a supply, and hence has not 
been able to build up an outlet for his goods or been justified in in-
curring the expense of the best facilities or methods for handling 
these products. As a result prices paid by processors in this state 
have tended to be low and the quality of the product not first class. 
Other Types of Outlet. Several other types of outlets are 
employed by various producers. Nearly all of these are alike in 
that the producer himself performs some of the marketing functions 
usually performed in the other types of outlets by some one other than 
the grower. Some growers truck their own produce to distant areas 
similar to the itinerant trucker, where they may peddle it to retail 
stores or directly to consumers. Many growers in the vicinity of Salt 
Lake City use the facilities of the growers' market where they may 
sell to retail ' stores, wholesalers, jobbers, peddlers, or consumers. A 
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great deal of produce is sold in this manner. Others will sell and 
deliver directly to local retail stores and to consumers either on order 
or by peddling. Still others sell a great deal of produce directly to 
consumers at their farms. Roadside stands are offen used to facilitate 
this. Sign and local newspaper advertising are also elnployed and 
many have developed, over a period of years, a relatively large pat-
ronage who return regularly for produce. Most often this type of 
outlet disposes of only a part of the produce and is used in conjunction 
with other methods. 
While the above five types of outlets are not necessarily the only 
ones used they are the most common. A grower does not always use 
the same type of outlets year after year, nor even for all of his produce 
the same year. Also all the agencies in anyone 0f these categories 
do not necessarily follow precisely the same practices or perform 
exactly the same services. It may be difficult to classify some of 
them into anyone of these groups. 
Marketing Functions 
The major marketing functions with which the individual grower is 
concerned are usually classified as assembling, grading, packing, stor-
ing, financing, transporti'ng, processing and selling. For nearly all prod-
ucts most of these functions or services must be performed. Practices 
differ greatly in regard to how they are performed and who or what 
type of agency performs them. In , other areas of equal importance 
the individual grower performs practically none of them. 
Harvesting, Sorting, Grading, and Packing. Whether har-
vesting of the crop is a function of production or marketing may be 
argued. In some cases marketing agencies often take over this function 
from the grower. However, in Utah essentially all growers harvest 
their own crops. Furthermore they 'usually do so without any assistance 
or suggestions from the agency who next takes charge of the produce. 
Harvesting is mentioned here largely because several other marketing 
functions are often combined with harvesting in Utah. For crops that 
go directly to market from the field or orchard, such as cherries, 
apricots, peaches, pears, and often apples, potatoes, onions, and others, 
what sorting or culling, grading, packing, and packaging are done 
are often directly combined with the harvesting of the crop. In fact 
growers think of these as a part of harvesting. Probably the most 
common practice is to leave the cull products on the ground and 
gather only those which will meet the required standards. These are 
packed directly in the containers in which they go to market. For the 
soft fruits such as apricots and peaches that do not all mature at the 
same time, two or three pickings are made before the trees are cleaned. 
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Until the last picking those that are not ripe enough are left on the 
trees. Those that are too ripe or are otherwise unsuitable are dropped 
on the ground. Thus the picker, while picking, also sorts, sizes, grades, 
and packs. 
Some few growers provide a sorting table and sorters and pack-
ers that go along with the pickers, or else are set up at a central place 
and the produce is hauled to them. These rather than the pickers, 
then sort, cull, grade, size and pack. But in both cases the grower per-
forms the service. Relatively few producers of either fruits, or 
potatoes, or onions have mechanical power " graders to assist in sizing 
and grading. In a few cases a local buyer or the farmers' cooperatives 
provides the equipment and personnel for grading and packing. In 
such cases the farmer will usually haul his produce t.o the packing 
house in field boxes. 
In cases where central storage is provided (as for late po-
tatoes) , the agency providing the storage, usually a cooperative, also 
provides mechanical aids for washing, grading, and packing the pro-
duct prior to shipment. 
Storage. Lack of adequate and suitable storage for certain 
fruits and vegetables is one of the weaknesses of the marketing sit-
uation in the state. While most of the soft fruits can be stored only 
a limited time, space for holding a quantity of these fruits for a short 
period under controlled temperatures, and also space for adequately 
precooling would be desirable. So far practically no facilities for 
either precooling or storage are available. 
Probably the lack of storage is most acute for apples and po-
tatoes. Artificial cold storage is most desirable for apples. So far 
as is known there is none in the state that belongs to a marketing 
organization or is available exclusively to apple growers. Some 
~ommercial storage has been used but this is limited, and apple 
growers "must compete with other users for it. Some storage has been 
provided by individual growers without benefit of artificial cold that 
is fairly satisfactory for !l limited period of time. Even this, however, 
is generallly inadequate in amount. 
Because of the lack of storage the home market for apples is 
largely lost to local producers for a good portion of the apple season. 
This results in the shipment of apples out of the state in the fall , the 
cost of which must be born by the growers, and shipments into the 
state of nearly the entire supply of apples for the late winter and 
spring. If producers could store their apples they could realize the 
Northwest price plus the freight here for a given grade of apples. 
The storage of late potatoes is not so difficult to provide as artifi-
cial cold is not needed for satisfactory results, but even for these the 
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amount of satisfactory storage is generally inadequate. . In several 
areas farmers' cooperatives have provided desirable storage for the 
members. This generally permits grading and packing in all kinds 
of weather. Individual farmers have also provided some for them-
selves. Some of these storage places, however, are not too satisfactory, 
as they are not conducive to efficient use of labor and do not permit 
work in freezing weather. So far as known no storage for potatoes 
has been provided by any type of marketing organization other than 
cooperatives. 
Transportation. Local transportation, that is, from farm or 
orchard to the place of loading or processing is usually the responsi-
bility of the producer. In s.ome cases the marketing agency, local 
buyer, or cooperative, will provide trucks for this service but usually 
charges a fee. Only rarely is it provided ~ithout direct charge to the 
producer. When sales are made to itinerant truckers an exception is 
noted. The trucker often obtains the produce from the farm or 
orchard. 
From the loading station the common carrier, of course, most 
often provides the service but who is responsible for the cost varies 
a great deal. Usually the farmer is not directly responsible though his 
organization may be when he sells to or through a cooperative. It 
depends on what kind of a sale the organization makes. Many co-
operatives, and some local dealers, make consignment sales, in which 
case they are responsible for freight and other costs. In case of bona 
fide f. o. b. sales the buyer assumes responsibility for transportation 
costs. The type of sales made for peaches and cherries will be shown 
later. 
Financing and Risk Bearing. Because of the numerous ex-
ceptions that may be found to any generalization on the financing 
of fruit and vegetable deals in Utah it is difficult to present an adequate 
description of how it is done. However, with few exceptions the grower 
has had to finance and bear the risk of produping his crop up to the 
time of harvest, without assistance from a marketing organization of 
any kind. Many growers have, of course, had to obtain loans, but 
these have been wholly independent of the · marketing of the crop. 
Commencing 2t harvest time some individual farmers and some 
organized groups of farmers have received assistance from marketing 
agencies or others. This has usually, however, been limited to the 
containers in which the produce is packed. On occasions individuals 
and groups have been forced to tie up the marketing of their crops 
wijh an agency that would provide containers for them. Casual obser-
vation indicates, however, at least so far as groups are concerned, 
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that this ha~ been more a matter of inertia and lack of foresight and 
planning rather than of necessity. Farmers' cooperatives frequently 
provide containers for members and are reimbursed by deducting the 
cost from the returns of the produce delivered. Local buyers often 
provide containers for the produce which they have contracted to 
buy. 
Practices differ even more after the produce has been delivered 
by the grower to the marketing agency. Small retail sales and small 
sales by the farmer to retail stores, jobbers and so on are customarily 
for cash. Itinerant truckers usually pay cash which is one reason that 
many farmers prefer to sell to them. The common practice is for 
local buyers to pay cash upon receipt of the produce or within a few 
days. However, many dealers put off paying for as much as they 
can until they have been reimbursed, thus placing the financing and 
risk on' the grower. Not infrequently conditions have developed so 
that the buyer could not pay and the growers have had to wait for 
years for payment or else settle for part of the total amount. 
Processors normally pay at regular intervals, often once each 
month. At each pay date payment is made for all produce delivered 
prior to a specified date. As most processed produce goeS! into storage 
the processor must provide for the financing of the produce while he 
has it. The interval between delivery by the grower and payment does 
not permit the processor to sell and be reimbursed before paying 
for the produce as it does the local buyer. It is largely a bookkeeping 
convenience though it also offers opportunity to acquire a loan ~n 
the processed goods. During the depression period particularly, many 
processors found that they were unable to meet contractual payments 
to growers and some producers held accounts due for several years 
before they were paid. 
When growers sell through a cooperative they, of course, assume 
the risks and do the financing until the cooperative has been paid 
for the produce. That is inherent in the cooperative way of doing 
business. However, the cooperative may, and often does, use capital 
and surplus or more often borrow funds to make partial payment 
to producers at time of delivery or soon thereafter. This enables 
cooperatives to meet more nearly the competition of the local buyer 
or the processor and also relieves the individual of completely carrying 
the financing of his crop. Final settlement is usually made only after 
the season's, or period's operations, are completed, and most all receipts 
and expenses are in, and net returns calculated. 
One of the problems of the storage of fruits or vegetables is 
that of finance and risk. Often an individual grower is not in a 
financial positio·n to assume the risk and the burden of financing the 
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storage of his crop\, even though it would be profitable. The need for 
immediate money and the high risk involved force him to sell at 
harvest. The facilities for obtaining loans on this type of produce are 
also not good. 
Processing. As previously noted the processing of fruits 
and vegetables of the kinds discussed in this report is not very im-
portant in Utah. Some processing of berries, sour cherries, and 
apricots is done fairly regularly, and in years of extra large crops 
some peaches and apples are processed. This processing is almost 
entirely by commercial companies whose main business is the 
prcessing of other vegetables such as peas, green beans, a~d tomatoes. 
No farmers' organization in the state has yet undertaken to process 
any fruit or vegetable. ' 
Selling. Nearly all of the vegetables pr~duced for processing-in 
Utah are sold by contract signed by the grower and the processing 
company before the crop is planted. Normally the terms of the con-
tract; prices, grades, services, are arrived at by collective action of 
representatives of all producers and all processors. As a result all 
producers know the prices they will receive for these products before 
planting time. Also all , growers obtain the same prices for the same 
grades. 
In contrast to this, essentially all fresh vegetables and fruits are 
usually not sold until harvest time or even later. And then, except 
for those that are sold through the farmers' cooperatives, they are, 
for the most part, sold by the producer not knowing what price he will 
get until the crop is sold. Many different prices are often paid for 
essentially the same product at the same time. While the more per-
manent local buyers and processors tend to pay the same price to 
everyone in an area on a given day, other less permanent dealers and 
truckers often do not hesitate to take advantage of the opportunity 
to make "good buys" by whatever means they can. In different areas 
considerable variation in prices paid by processors and buyers some-
times results. Considerable variation also often exists within a given 
area at which different producers sell at roadside stands or direct to 
consumers at the field or orchard. 
The m~mbers of farmer cooperatives, of course, deliver their 
produce to the cooperative to sell. The way the cooperatives sell is 
not uniform in all respects. It is generally uniform in that none of 
them have a special sales organization. The general manager, who 
usually is only a part-time employee, handles the sales. Some organ-
izations have immediately turned the produce, when loaded, over to a 
local agent to sell for them at a fixed rate per car. The agent then 
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makes f. o. b. sales or consigns the cars to some commission house to 
sell for him. Most sales have been of the latter kind. In other cases the 
cooperative manager has been sales agent also. He has made some 
f. o. b. sales and used commission or brokerage houses for the balance. 
Some sales have been made by the cooperatives' managers and 
also by selling agents on the basis of f. o. b. subject to buyers' approval. 
In the case of such sales, not infrequently adjustments have had to 
be made before the buyer would accept them. Under the terms of such 
sales the buyer has paid the regular cost of transportation and re-
frigeration but extra icing or service of any kind has to be paid by 
the seller. From the seller's point of . view the principle of this type 
of sales does not appear desirable. Most sellers prefer to sell f. o. b. 
I cash track, that is with the buyer assuming full responsibility, but 
many are not able to make that kind of sales. The most common 
way is to start a car rolling eastward without having definitely decided 
upon the final destination and then have it diverted to the market 
decided upon while the car is in transit. Some cars are diverted 
several times before being sold. 
Selling of the produce seems to be one of the big problems of the 
fruit and vegetable grower in Utah. In fact it is the only marketing 
problem as many producers think of marketing. Probably too often it 
is over-emphasized and too little consideration given to such problems 
as grading, packaging, sizing, and proper stage of maturity for harvest-
ing. These factors vitally affect the task of actual selling. 
Little has been done by growers or growers' organizations in 
utilizing special aids such as advertising or sales promotion work in 
the selling of the products. No widespread advertising or sales pro-
motion campaign has ever been carried on. Some local market advertis-
ing through newspapers and display posters iiI grocery stores has been 
used. This, however, has been sponsored largely by non-grower 
agencies. Most cooperatives have adopted brand names for their pro-
ducts and have used branded bags and boxes. This is. about the extent 
of the sales promotion work. Under the present marketing conditions 
any widespread advertising would undoubtedly be undesirable. 
The number of organizations engaged in handling the marketing 
of fresh fruits and vegetables probably constitutes a weakness in the 
whole marketing program. Because of the large number, the volume 
handled by each is small and the efficiency is low. Omitting consider-
ation of private dealers the number of farmer cooperatives is larger 
than necessary to handle the entire crop. In the area around Provo 
there are five cooperatives that handle fruit and one that handles 
vegetables. Most of these operate in exactly the same territory and 
have facilities adjacent to each other. Again in the Ogden area two 
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fruit cooperatives operate in the same territory and their facilities 
are not more than a few hundred yards apart. Within the area that 
could be serviced from these centers are other cooperatives. One 
reason for the large number of cooperatives is the tendency to organize 
"coops" on narrow commodity lines. Thus in the Provo area one coop-
erative handles only berries and another only cherries. Three others 
handle largely peaches with some pears and apples. An amalgamation 
of fruit and vegetable cooperative associations in various areas should 
provide more efficiency in marketing and service to the growers. 
Efficiency of Marketing Organizations 
This study included an analysis of some of the business activItIes 
of several marketing agencies. The several agencies studied were all 
grower's cooperatives. However, two of them were not formally organ-
ized but the grower members jointly contracted with an agent to sell 
their produce for them and to accept a seasonal pool price minus all 
selling costs. 
Efficiency as the term is used in this report is measured by the 
returns to the marketing agency or the grower for the produce market-
ed in 1941. Of the many factors which influence the efficiency of a 
marketing agency or method, it was possible in this study to isolate 
and analyze the influence of only a few. And the results of these 
should be interpreted as being only suggestive rather than conclusive. 
Results of Selling the 1941 Sweet Cherry Crop. Included in 
the organizations that were studied were five that marketed cherries. 
Slighly more than one and a half million pounds of cherries were 
marketed by these five organizations (table 28) . early half of the 
total was ~andled by one organization, while another handled only 
139,212 pounds. Essentially all of these cherries were graded as U. 
S. No.1 and all the prices given are as packed for market. 
The gross returns to the marketing associations varied from 7.75 
to 10.59 cents per pound for the year 1941 and the direct expenses for 
freight, refrigeration, brokerage and similar expenses ranged from 
0.38 to 2.81 cents per pound. Because of differences in methods of 
selling and varying proportions sold f. o. b., a comparison of gross 
sales prices and marketing expenses is not significant. However, the 
net returns to the association are entirely comparable and significant. 
The average net return was 7.39 cents per pound and varied from 
6.80 to 7.78 cents. The same association had the largest gross receipts, 
the largest expenses, and also the largest net returns. The organization 
with the lowest gross returns also had the lowest expenses but the net 
returns were just about avarage. 
The deductions made by the associations for services were small 
MARKETING FRUITS AND VEGETABLES 61 
Tahle 28. Pounds of cherries handled and average returns per pound for 
different marketing organizations, Utah, 1941 
Marketing organization * 
Item A B C D E Total or 
average 
Pounds marketed .............. 139,212 188,571 225,485 229,426 738,074 1,520,768 
cents per pound 
Gross sales price per Ib .. _. 10.n 8.98 10.59 7.75 10.02 9.64 
Marketing, expense per lb. 2.41 2.18 2.81 0.38 2.65 2.25 
Net to marketing assoc ..... 7.70 6.80 7.78 7.37 7.37 7.39 
Association deductions ...• 0.36 1.22 0.24 t 0.12 .33t 
Net to grower per lb ....... 7.34 5.58 7.54 t 7.25 7.06t 
* Associations included in tables 28 and 30 are not · in all cases the same 
organizations. 
tData not available. 
tAverage of all for which data are available. 
for all except one. One association had costs of 1.22 cents per pound. 
As this association performed more services than the others these 
comparisons are not too significant. It may, however, be important 
that the association with the highest deductions received the lowest 
net return. 
The quantity of cherries sold by each of three methods and the 
gross receipts, expenses and net receipts per pound for each method 
are given in table 29. By far the majority, 73.6 percent of the cherries, 
with known method of sale, was disposed of by consignment sales. 
Only 7.2 percent was sold by auction and the balance, 19.2 percent, 
was sold f. o. b. This includes f. o. b. cash track sales and also sales 
made f. o. b. subject to buyer's approval upon delivery at the terminal 
market. From the records it was not always possible to distinguish 
clearly between the two. Most, if not all the cars sold at auction started 
out as regular consignment sales. The only difference is that the com-
mission or brokerage firm to whom it was consigned used the auction 
market for making the sale. 
The cherries sold f.o.b. brought the highest net price to the selling 
agency, 8.42 cents per pound, and those sold on the auction market 
the lowest, 4.14 cents per pound. While the auction sales returned only 
about half as much as the other two methods, an examination of the 
expenses and of the history of these sales indicates that the low returns . 
are not entirely attributable to the method of sale. Apparently the 
cars sold at auction were diverted from market to market in search of 
better sales thus accumulating costs and, as a last resort and after the 
fruit had already deteriorated, the cars were sent to auction to 
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salvage whatever remained. Thus the fruit sold at auction in most 
cases was not comparable to that sold by the other methods. 
The variety of all of the cherries sold by these five marketing asso-
ciations is not known. But of the 1,102,771 pounds of known variety, 
93.9 percent were Bings or Lamberts, 5.3 percent were Windsors, and 
0.8 percent were Black Orbs (table 29). Quite a few cars were shipped 
as Bings and Lamberts without specifying the amount of each so that 
the proportion of each variety cannot be ascertained. However. of 
those that were definitely separated by far the majority were sold as 
Bings. 
Table 29. R eturns from sale of cherries according to variety, method of sale, time 
of sale and area, by selected marketing agencies in Utah, 1941 
Factors related 
to returns 
Method of sale: 
Consignment .- --- --_ .... -. . ... 
F. O. B. ... _-- -- -- -------_._. --.-. 
Auction 
------ --.------- ----_.- . . . 
Variety: 
Pounds Gross returns Total expenses Net Lo.b. to 
sold per pound per pound association 
cents cents cents 
980,564 10.23 2.67 7.56 
255,992 8.74 0.32 8.42 
95,641 7.39 3.25 4.14 
Bings and Lamberts .... 1,035,363 10.29 2.66 7.63 
Windsor 
---•. _--_ .- --- -- --- -- -- -- 58,187 7.87 2.612 5.25 
Orb 
-- -_ ._----- ---- -- --.-- .- ---- -_ .. 
9,221 9.32 2.45 6.87 
Time of sale: 
Prior to July 1. ........ ..... 15,052 9.83 2.43 7.40 
July 1 to July 7 ....... .. .. ... 351,556 9.89 2.12 7.77 
After July 8 
-- -- -- _.---- --_ . .. 965,589 9.68 2.31 7.37 
Area: 
I 
---- -- -_ ._-- ----- --- ------- --.--- ---- -
21,000 8.50 8.50 
II ..... .. .......................... ... 1,129,447 10.16 2.38 7.78 
III ---_ ...... _- ----- ---- --.. _--- ..... 50,020 8.16 8.16 
IV 
---- -_._ ---- ---- --- -_. ------ -- ----- -
131,730 6.94 2.45 4.49 
The net returns to the associations averaged 7.63, 6.87, and 5.25 
cents per pound for Bings and Lamberts, Black Orbs and Windsors, 
respectively. Most of the differences in the net returns originated in the 
difference in the sale prices as the expenses were not greatly different. 
Apparently the price of cherries held fairly constant during the 
entire 1941 cherry marketing season as the net returns to the associa-
. tions were essentially the same for cherries shipped before July 1, 
from July 1 to July 7, and on July 8 and later (table 29). The gross 
sales price as well as the net returns was not greatly different. Nearly 
three-fourths of the cherries were shipped after July 8 and one-fourth 
from July 1 to 7. Only a few were shipped before July 1. 
As has already been pointed out most of the cherries are sold in 
market area II . Of those for which it was possible to determine the 
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final destination practically 85 percent - went into area II, just less 
than 10 percent to area IV, less than 4 percent to area III, and just 
over 1 percent in area I (table 29). Area I was no doubt supplied 
largely with cherries from Utah but these were not marketed through 
farmers' cooperatives. 
The cherries sold in area I brought the highest net returns, 8.50 
cents per pound, and those sold in area III the next highest, 8.16 cents. 
Those sold in ~rea IV made the least returns. It may be significant that 
all of the cherries sold in areas I and III were f.o.b. sales. A consider-
able proportion of those sold in area IV was sold at auction and as 
was discussed above under method of sales the fruit was actually not 
comparable to that sold by other methods. Some cars sold in area 
IV other than those sold at auction were cars that were diverted several 
times and at time of sale were not of good quality. These factors 
explain in part at least the reason for the low returns from cherries 
sold in area IV. 
Results of Selling the 1941 Peach Crop. Data comparable to 
that just presented for cherries are available for the peaches sold by 
five farmer cooperative peach marketing agencies. However, they did 
not all use the same methods of handling and selling the products. 
Some of these associations are the same ones that sold cherries, some 
handled only peaches and some handled other fruits. 
The five agencies handled a total of 87,868 bushels of peaches 
(table 30) . This is somewhat less than the quantity usually handled 
by these same organizations. The small volume is a result of partial 
failure of the 1941 crop because of frost damage. Approximately 
three-fourths of the total volume was handled by two associations. while 
the other three handled only one-fourth. 
Table 30. Bushels oj peaches handled and average returns per bushel for different 
marketing organizations, Utah, 1941 
Marketing association * 
Item A B t D E Total or 
averaget 
Bushels handled .. _ .... ........ _ .... 3,696 37,115 27,794 6,600 12,663 81,268 
Gross sales price per bushel $1.039 $1.090 $1.373 $1.620 $1.267 
Marketing expenses ........ _ .... 0.035 0.233 0.531 0.460 0.361 
Net to shipping associationt 1.004 0.857 0.842 1.089 1.160 0.906 
Association deduction ._ -----. 0.055 0.019 0.070 0.024 0.060 0.044 
Net to grower per busheIL .. 0.949 0.838 0.772 1.065 1.100 0.862 
* Associations included in tables 28 and 30 are not in all cases the same 
organization . 
tExcludes number 4 for which complete comparable data are not available. 
tIn containers delivered at the shipping station. 
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The average return to the marketing organization for all peaches 
sold was $0.906. The variation was from $0.842 to $1.16. The two 
associations that handled the most peaches received the smallest returns. 
Part of the variation resulted from differences in gross sales prices 
and part from variation in marketing expenses. The deductions made 
for association expenses varied from $0.019 to $0.070 per bushel and 
averaged $0.044. The average price received by producers for peaches 
packed in containers and delivered at the shipping point was $0.862 
per bushel. One association returned $1.10 while another returned 
only $0.772 per bushel. However the association that made the 
highest returns may have had an advantage over the other associations 
because it is located in an area where the peaches mature earlier than 
those handled by the other associations. The peaches that are handled 
by the other associations mature at ess ntially the same time and the 
variation was nearly as great. 
Because of the existence in 1941 of a peach marketing agreement 
which restricted the shipment of peaches to U. S. No. 1 or better, 'all 
peaches were essentially comparable as far as grades were concerned. 
The variety also had little affect as by far the majority were Elbertas. 
However, there were differences in the size of the peaches shipped and 
this apparently had considerable influence on the prices for which 
they were sold (table 31). The returns to the associations were $0.655, 
$0.949, and $1.105 per bushel for peaches of 13;i, 2 and 2l!t inch 
minimum size, respectively. Thus, there was a difference of 45 cents 
per bushel in the returns for 13;i and 2:1;4 inch peaches. Two-thirds 
of the total variation was between 1 %: and 2 inch peaches. 
Approximately three-fourths of all of the peaches were sized to 2 
inch minimum, less than a fifth were sized to 13,4 inch minimum, and 
only 6 percent were 2l!t minimum. No doubt many of the fruits in 
the two smaller size groups were large enough to meet the requirements 
of the larger sizes. One association shipped nothing but 2 inch mini-
mum but the inspection certificates for many of the cars carried a 
notation by the inspector that 75 or 80 percent of the fruits were 21;i 
inch or more in diameter. These data suggest, but by no means prove, 
that it may have been profitable to have sized some of them and shipped 
some as 2l!t inch or more minimum instead of 'lumping them together 
as 2 inch minimum. It would have required some extra labor to pack 
them separately and also while the 2l!t inch minimum would undoubt-
edly have sold for more money, those between 2 and 21,4 inches may 
have sold for less than the combination. 
Another factor that may hav,e accounted for some of the higher 
price received for the 2l!t inch peaches is that some of the larger peaches 
were packed in crates instead of bushel baskets and thus were sold on 
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Table 31. Returns from sale 0/ peaches according to size 0/ fruit, method 0/ sale, 
date 0/ sale, and area, by selected marketing agencies, Utah, 1941 
Returns according to: 
Size of fruit: 
1 * inch minimum 
2 inch minimum ___ ___ _____ ____ _ 
2~ inch minimum __ _______ __ _ 
All peaches ___ _______ ____ ___ ______ _ 
Methorl of sale: Consignment _________________ ____ __ _ 
F.O.B. rail shipment _______ _ 
F.O.B. truckers ____________ __ ___ _ 
All peaches __________ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ , 
Date of shipment: 
Prior to August 13 ___ ___ ____ _ _ 
August 13 to 17 _______ ___ ___ __ _ 
August 18 to 20 _____ ______ ____ _ 
August 21 to 31 ________ _____ __ _ 
Sept. 1 to 7 __ _____ ___ ____ __ _______ _ 
After September 8 __ ___ ______ _ 
All peaches ___ _____ __ ______ __ ____ _ _ 
Bushels Gross returns Total expense Net returns 
sold per bushel per bushel to association 
number 
14,644 
61,570 
5,054 
81,268 
32,494 
45,096 
3,673 
81,268 
3,156 
7,392 
2,115 
7,670 
42,277 
18,658 
81,268 
dollars 
_978 
1.319 
1.471 
1.267 
1.568 
1.064 
1.092 
1.267 
1.41 
1.69 
1.68 
1.11 
1.23 
1.18 
1.27 
dollars 
.323 
.370 
.366 
.361 
.759 
.104 
.361 
_34 
.49 
.51 
.19 
.40 
.28 
.36 
dollars 
.655 
.949 
1.105 
.906 
.809 
.960 
1.092 
.906 
1.07 
1.20 
1.17 
.92 
.83 
.90 
. . 91 
a somewhat different type of market. Practically all of the 13~ and 
2 inch fruit was packed in bushel baskets. The data make one fact 
stand out quite clearly: that is that 13~ inch peaches are smaller than 
..are desired by consumers. 
AU of the peaches sold by the associations included in this study 
were sold by one of three methods: consignment, f.o_b_, rail shipments, 
including both f.o_b. cash track and f.o.b. subject to buyers' acceptance. 
and f.o.b. sales to truckers. About 40 percent was shipped on con-
signment, 55 £.o_b. rail shipments, and the balance or 5 percent to 
truckers. The peaches sold to truckers brought the highest net returns, 
$1.092 per bushel, compared to $0.960 for f.o_b. sales, and $0_809 for 
consignment sales (table 31). The expenses on the consignment sales 
amounted to $0.759 per bushel compared to $0.104 for f.o.b. sales and 
no costs for the sales to truckers. The expenses on the consignment 
sales were near! equal to one-half the gross sales price. 
Peaches were hipped from Utah during a period of a little more 
than one month in 1941. The first shipments were made August 8 and 
the last about September 13. More than half of the shipments were 
made during the first week of September (table 31 ) . Those prior to 
August 21 were entirely from the Dixie area and those after that date 
from the northern part of the state. The highest net returns to the 
association were during the time when the bulk of the Dixie crop moved 
and the lowest prices were during the first week of September when the 
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bulk of the northern crop moved. However, because of the perishable 
nature of peaches but little can be done to change the time of marketing. 
In 1941, 77 percent of the peaches handled by these associations 
was sold in market area II or the middle west (table 31). About 13 
percent went to area III, California; 6 percent to area IV, the far eastern 
market, and 4 percent within the local market area. The local market 
was largely supplied with peaches from Utah but not through the 
cooperatives. The average net returns per bushel of peaches sold in 
these areas varied from $0.858 in area II to $1.087 in area IV. The 
returns in areas I and III were just the same, $1.061. An examination 
of the expenses indicates that differences in method of sale may have 
had some effect in bringing about the variation in net returns between 
areas. Variations in the proportion of different size fruits sent to 
each area may also have been a contributing factor. Thus the differ-
ences in net returns may not have been owing entirely to the different 
markets in which peaches were sold. 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
FOR IMPROVING THE MARKETING OF UTAH FRUITS 
AND VEGETABLES 
1. The reports on findings of marketing investigations show that 
fruit and vegetable growers of this state have both production and 
marketing problems to solve before they can successfully meet competi-
tion from other areas. 
2. The success of a marketing program is in large measure 
dependent upon the success of the production program. For this 
reason it is recommended that producers, and state and federal agencies 
working in this field should seriously consider the possibilities of 
improving production effiCiency and also the quality and grade of 
produce delivered to the marketing agencies. If the possibilities are 
favorable, a program to bring about these improvements should be 
put into operation. 
3. Harvesting of produce should be done at the proper stage of 
maturity and the methods used should, as far as feasible, be designed 
to preserve as much as possible of the inherent quality of the produce: 
4. Small volumes of produce should be assembled at central 
packing houses for preparation for market, or the preparation should 
be under the direction of the marketing organization. 
5. The produce should be graded and packed according to the 
demands of the market where it is to be sold. 
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-6. Uniform grade standards and brands should be used for 
marketing Utah fruits and vegetables. (At least for that part that 
enters into regular trade channels to out-of-state markets.) 
7. A few standard types and sizes of containers that will meet 
the demands of the various markets should be adopted. 
8. All packages should be properly labeled as to size, variety, 
and grade of the contents, regardless of where they are to be sold. 
9. More adequate facilities including cold storage should be 
provided for the proper handling of the fruit and vegetable crop. . 
10. Under normal conditions the local market is the most im-
portant mar~et for most Utah fruits and some vegetables, and for 
these the primary effort should be directed toward meeting the require-
ments of this market. 
11. Special effort should be made to supply adequately all cities 
and communities and all types of outlets in the local market. 
12. The processing of fruit by canning or freezing should be 
considered a definite part of the marketing program. This outlet 
should not be considered only as a market for surplus and cull fruit, 
but should be a permanent market for first quality fruit. 
13. In order that an organization or organizations may market 
fruits and vegetables in an efficient manner it must have a relatively 
large volume of business. Therefore, it would be advisable for existing 
organizations, especially cooperatives, to amalgamate into larger units. 
14. In order to produce uniform grades and packaging, it is 
desirable that the marketing organization should have control of the 
produce from the time of harvest to the time of sale. 
15. In fairness to growers and in order to encourage the produc-
tion of better quality commodities, producers should be paid for 
produce according to _size and grade; that is, according to what the 
marketing organization obtains for it. 
16. A program for adequately fi-nancing both production and 
marketing of both fruits and vegetables should be developed, _____ _____ ____________ ___ _ 
17. The organization that markets the produce should also provide 
the grower with the supplies and equipment needed in productio.n. __ 
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